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ACTS  OF  COKGRESS  CITED  AKI>  COXSTRUED. 

April  30,  ISK  (2  Stat.,  175),  admission  of  April  28, 1870  (l:i  Stat.,  93 )  Nebraska ....         Ml 

Ohio 633  I   May  31, 1870  a6  Stat.,  378 >,  Northern  Pa- 

Maroh2,1833  (4  Stat.,  t»4),  town  of  St.  ciflc 14,000 

Marks 15  '  June  28, 1870  (16  Stat,  3HB),  Soiithern  Pa- 
September  37,  1»W  (9  Stat.,  498),  dona-                      ciflc 185 


tion  claim 

J5»^ptember  38, 1830  (9  Stat.,  519),  awamp 


349 


June  8.  18?^   (17   Stat.,  3iB),  Soldiers' 
h  omestead 


354 


grant 388,657  Juno  10,1872  (17  Stat.,  378.^  private  claim         200 

February  H,  18S3  (10  Stot.,  15B),  sec.  5,  '  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  194),  R.  R.  indem- 

d.jnation  claim 349  j      nity 185,560,689 

March  2, 1853  ( 10  Stat. ,  172),  sec.  1,  mis-  I   March  3, 1875  ( 18  SUt.,  482) ,  right  of  way .        45:^, 

sionlanda 365  j                                                                      636,674,685 

JnJy  17, 1854  ( 10  Stat. ,  31J4),  Sioux  scrip.      40, 42  '   April  21 .  1876  (19  Stat. ,  35)— 

February  22, 1856  (10  Stat.,  1165),  Indian  Sec.  1,  R.  R.,  withdrawals 224,284 

treaty 302,501,568  ^  Sec.2 686 

March  2, 1885  (10  Stot.,  634),  swamp  in-  March  3, 1877  (19  Stat.,  SSKJ),  sec.  1.  town 

deranity 657         site 19 


657 
452 
273 


May  17, 1856  (11  Stot.,  15),  R.  R.  arrant.  . 
June  3, 1856  (11  Stot.,  17),  R.  R.  grant .. 
June  3s  1856  (11  Stot.,  20),  Wisconsin 

R.  R.  grant 33,238,459,658 

March  3, 1857  (11  Stot.,  2C0),  sec.  2, 5  per 

centfund 550 

3iarch  12,  1800  (12  Stot.,  3),  Minnesoto 


June  8,  1878  (20  Stat.,  80),  timlier  and 
atone Oa,  234, 337, 5J45, 424, 647, 719 

June  14.  1878  (20  Stot.,  113), timber  cul- 
ture  38,167,309 

March  8, 1879  (20  Stot., a72).  certificate  of 
deposit 289 

March  3, 1879  (20  Stot. ,  472) ,  final  proof . .         549 


swamp  grant 76,888      May  14, 1880  (21  Stot.,  140)— 


Jane 22. 1NS0(  12  Stot.,  85),  private  claim.  200 
January  29, 1861  ( 12  Stot.,  127),  admission 

of  Kanr^MW 552 

Jaly  1,  1862  (12  Stot.,  489),  Sioux  City 

R.  R.grant 841 

M&.*x!h  11,  1863  (12  Stot.,  1219),  Indian 

ireaty 501,580 

O'tol^er  2,  1863  113   Stot.,  667)  Indian 

treaty 302 

Mav  %  1864  ( 13  Stot. ,  66 ),  Wisconsin  R.  R. 


Sec.2.  contestant..  180,250,301,419,462,061 

Sec.  8,  homestead  settlement 81 .  160 

June  16,1880  (21  Stot., 237),  sec.  2, home- 
stead  81.264,  4(«.  484 

June  16,1880  (21  Stat.. 287 prepayment..  328,615 
April  28, 1882  (22  Stat. ,  49 ) ,  mining  claim.         275 

May  17,1884  (23  Stot., 24),  Alaska 334 

July  4.  1884   (23  Stat.,  89),  Mille   Lac 

lands 602,678 

July  4, 1884  (23  Stot. .  101),  attorney 435 


Krant 33,238,459,558  ,  July5,1384  (23  Stot.,  108), abandoned  mil- 


May  7,  \mt  (13  Stot., 695),  Indian  treaty.  501,580 

Jnly  2,  1864  (13  Stat.,  356),  Sioux  City 
R.R.  grant 341 

July  2. 111164  (13  Stot.,  :«o)— 

Northern  Pacific 14,443 

Sec.  2,  Northern  Pacific 454,568 

Sec.  3,  Northern  Pacific 256 

Northern  Pacific,  sec.  21 471 

July  2,  1854  (13  Stot.,  3S6),  sec.  19,  Bur- 
lington and  Missouri  River  grant 637 

July  7, 1{«4  (13  Stot.,  355),  wagon  road..         171 

July  5,  1866  (14  Stot.,  89),  wagon-road 
grant - : 654 

July  25,    1806    114    Stot.,    239),    R.    R. 
grant 254,308,349 

July  26, 1866  (14  Stot., 292),  Southern  Pa- 
cific  214,429,404 

I>ecemb«r  26, 1866  (14  Stot,  374),  wagon 
road 171 

February  19, 1867  (15  Stot.,  506),  Indian 
treaty 563 

February  25, 1867  (14  Stot.,  409),  wagon- 
mad  grant .- w 271,599 

Xarch  2,  18S7   (14  Stot.,  544),  private 
claim 200 

February  24,  1869  <  15  Stot.,  6ifi),  Indian 
treaty 663 


itory  reservation 3,607 

March  3,  1885  (23  Stat.,  340),  Umatilla 

lands 315 

February  8,  1887  (24  Stot.,  388)- 

Indian  allotments 700 

Sec.  4,  Indian  lands.  ^ 38 

Sec.  8,  allotment  righto 216 

March  3,1887  (24  Stot.,, 556)— 

R.  R.  adjustment   62,170 

Sec.  3 429 

Sec.  5 38,34, 

04,216,288,459,515, 
549,.5r)8.587,669.(V83 
October  2, 1888  (25  Stat.,  626),  arid  lands.         370 
January  14,  1889  (?5  Stot.,  642),  Indian 

lands 3(K,  388, 499. 500, 578 

February  22,1889  (25  Stot., 676),  sec.  13,  5 

Tper  centfund 550 

March  1,1889  (25  Stot.,  757),  sec. 2,  Okla- 
homa lands 147 

March  2, 1889  (25  Stot. ,  850) ,  wagon  road .         170 
March  2, 1889  (25  Stot.,  854)— 

Sec.  1, private  entry 1.5,558,657 

Sec. 2, second  homestead 99,490 

Sec.  3,  leave  of  absence ....  142, 180, 706, 716 

Sec.  6,  additional  homestead 95, 257 

March2, 1889  (25  Stot,  871),  Indian  lands.  38 
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March 2, 1889  (25  Stat., 888),  sec. 21. Sioux 
lands 561 

March  2, 18f9  (25  Stat.,905),  Kansas  5per 
cent  fund 651 

March  2, 1888  (25  Stat., 089), sec.  13,  Okla- 
homa lands 147,484 

March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  1()C8\ forfeited  R. 
R.  grant 216,880 

May  2,  1800  (::6  Stat.,  81)— 

Sec.  21,  Oklahoma  homestead 633 

Sec.  22.  Oklahoma  townsite 190, 367 

May  8, 1890  (26  Stat.,  104). Hght  of  way..         674 

May  14,  1890  (26  Stat.,  109),  Oklahoma 
townslte 116,507 

May  26, 1890  (26  Stat..  121),  entry  affida- 
vits  488,515,528 

June.  20,  1890  (2:»  Stat.,  109),  reservoir 
lands 324 

July  10, 1890  (36  Stat.,  227>,  miUtary  res- 
ervation      97,287 

August  30, 1890  (26  Stat., 391),  arid  lands  370,520 

September's,  1&90  (26  Stat.,  496),  forfei- 
ture of  R.  R.  grants 14,60,110 

September 29, 1890  (26  Stat., 496),  sec. 2..  392,622 

September  20,  li:90  (26  Stat.,  496),  sec. 3. .        117, 
127, 131, 138, 204. 229, 255, 290, 386, 442, 486. 518 

September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496),  sec.  7.         560 

September  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  684),  exten- 
sion of  time  payment 211.519 

October  1, 1?90  (28  Stat.,  647),  Northern 
Pacific  R.R.  lands 375 

February  28, 1801  (26  Stat.,  794),  Indian 
allotments 709 

February  28, 1891  (28  Stat,  794).  sec.  4, 
Indian  lands 36 

February  28. 1891  (26  Stat.,  796),  school 
indemnity 429 

March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  854),  sec<>.  16  and 
17,  private  claim 523.624 

March  3, 1891  (26  Stat. .  1095)— 

Sec.  2,  desert  entry 1 


Page. 
March  3, 1891  (i6  Stat.,  1095)— 

Sec.  6,  homestead 517 

Sec.  6,  homestead 195,488,555 

Sec.  7,  confirmation . .  81.131.174,600, 651 ,  690 

Sec.  9,  public  sale 15 

Sees.  12  and  13,  Alaska 696 

Sec.  17, reservoir  sites 371.522 

Sees.  18-20,  right  of  way 709 

June  17. 1892  (27  Stat.,  52) ,  Klamath  Res- 
ervation          668 

June  25, 1892  (27  Stat.,  59),  R. R.  lands. . .  444 
July  26, 1892  (27  Stat.,  270),  contestant. .  301 
August  4, 1892  (27  Stat.,  348),  timber  and 

stone 97,234,846,424 

February  21, 1893  (27  SUt.,  740),  private 

claim 523,524 

March  3, 1896  (27  StAt.,  640)— 

Oklahomaland 613 

Sec.  10,  Oklahoma  lands 196 

December  19, 1893  (28  Stat.,  676),  Indian 

lands 508 

May   4,  1894  (28   Stat,,  71),  Oklahoma 

lands 196 

July  26, 1894  (28  Stat.,  123),  extension  of 

time  for  payment _  211,518 

July  31,  1894  (28  Stat.,  208),  sec.  8,  ac- 
counts          583 

August  18,  1894  (28  Stat.,  397),  soldiers' 

additional 099 

August  23, 1894  (28  Stat.,  491),  abandoned 

military  reservation 456,597 

December  29, 1894  (28  Stat.,  599),  second 

homestead 179 

January  23, 1896  (29  Stat. ,  — ) ,  R.  R.  lands.        204, 

290.386,444 
February  26,1896  (29  Stat.,  — ),  leave  of 

absence ii24 

March  4, 1896  (29  Stat.,  — ),  timber-cul- 
ture proof  350,526 

June  3,  1886  (29  Stat.,  — ).  commuted 
homestead 717 
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Section  454 270 

Section  2238 36 

Section  2259....: 280 

Section  22i:0 81,260 

Section  2274 80 

Section  2275 429 

Section  2276 429 

Section  2:.^ 95,490,594 

Section  22J10 547 

.Section  2291 403,428,446,457,515 

Section  2J92 405 

Section  2291 526 

Section  2301 194,484,489,555,718 

Section  2304 246 

Sections  2304-2309 354 

Section  2306 699 

Section  2307 351 

Section  2310 125 

Section  2321 83 

Section  2322 285 


Section  2324 

Section  2325 7,17,84,253, 

Section  2326 16,274,344,328, 

Section  2339 

Section  2330 

Section  2331 

Section  2334 

Section  2337 

Section  2347 *. 

Section  2348 307, 

Section  2349..... 

Section  2350 

Section  2351 

Section  2352 

Section  2372 

Section  2387 

Section  2403 

Section  2477 

Section  5498 


410 

340.715 

626,630 
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411 

134 

496 

639,597 

539.597 

539,597 

697 

307,597 

597 

586 

507 

146 
435 
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Rnle  1 180,309,488 

Rale  2 180,209.468 

Rules 180,209,468,839 

Role  4 469 

Rules 460 

Rule  6 469 

Rule  7 480,641 

Rule  8 460 

Rules  9-U 489 

Rule  9 80,222, 437,7te 

Rule  11 688,708 

Rule  17 25 

Rule  20 532 

Rule  23 682 


Pago. 

Rule  24 632 

Rule  41 314 

Rule  48 8,16,67,512,841 

Rule63 828 

Rule  54 180,248.314.420 

Rule  55 113,298,421 


Rule  60. . 
Rule  6C 
Rule  72. 
Rule  78  . 
Rule  81. 
Rule  82.. 
Rule  98.. 
Rule  114. 


379 
25 
199 
871 
641 
436 
80 
671 
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DECISIONS 

RELATING   TO 

THE    PUBT^IO    L^I^DS 


I>£S£KT  IiAin>  ENTRY— ASSIGX>rEKT— CITIZENSHIP. 

Nevada  Southern  Ry.  Co.* 

Under  tbe  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891)  the  assignee  of  a  desert  eutryman 
is  not  required  to  be  a  fesid^it  citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the 
land  is  sitnated.  It  is  sufficient  in  snch  case  if  the  assignee  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States. 

A  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  a  State  is  in  contemplation  of  law  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and,  as  such,  can  take  and  hold  by  assignment  a 
desert  entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  OetiercU  Land  Office,  December 
(J.  I.  H.)  28,  1895.  (B.  M.  E.) 

This  case  involves  the  S W.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  the  W.  J  of  the  SE.  i  and 
the  SE.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  Sec.  30,  T.  9  N.,  K  23  B.,  Los  Angeles  land  dis- 
trict, California. 

The  record  shows  that  on  December  14, 1893,  the  local  officers  trans- 
mitted to  your  office  the  assignment  by  F.  L.  Morgan,  a  native  born 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  who  had  made  desert  land  entry  of  the 
above  described  tract,  to  the  Nevada  Southern  Bailway  Company,  a 
u)rporation  organized  in  Colorado,  together  with  the  first  yearly  proof. 

Yonr  office  on  April  7, 1894,  refused  to  recognize  the  assignment,  as 
the  company  is  a  foreign  corporation. 

Sections  6  and  7  of  the  amendatory  act  of  March  8, 1891,  both  give 
the  entryman  the  right  to  assign  at  any  time  prior  to  final  proof,  but 
do  not  place  any  qualifications  upon  the  assignee. 

In  ex  parte  Fred  W.  Kimble  (20  L.  D.,  67),  it  was  held,  inter  alia 
(syllabus) : 

Under  the  prorisicAiB  of  said  act  the  assignee  of  a  desert  entryman  need  not  shoTr 
on  final  proof  that  he  is  a  resident  citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land 
isaitnated.  It  is  sufficient  in  such  case  for  the  assignee  to  show  that  he  is  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States. 


*Not  re]>orted  in  A^ol.  XXI. 
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In  the  circular  of  January  26,  1894  (18  L.  D.,  31),  however,  it  was 
Sftid: 

In  the  matter  of  the  assignment  of  desert  land  claims,  as  recognized  by  the  act  of 
March  3,  1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  I  have  to  advise  yon  that  this  Department,  in  the  eon- 
strnction  of  said  act,  holds  that  the  assignee  most  possess  the  qnalifioations  required 
of  the  original  applicant  in  the  matter  of  citizenship  and  residence  in  the  State  or 
Territory  in  which  the  land  claimed  is  situated.    See  14  L.  D.,  665. 

Yott  will,  therefore,  require  the  assignee,  whenever  the  assignment  of  a  desert 
claim  is  filed  in  your  office,  to  show  the  qualifications  exacted  of  an  original  appli- 
cant under  the  desert  land  law,  in  these  particulars,  and  advise  him  that  if  he  fails, 
within  thirty  days  from  notice,  to  make  the  showing  required,  that  his  assignment 
will  not  be  recognized.  All  assignments  filed,  however,  should  be  forwarded  to  this 
office  with  due  report  of  action  thereon. 

In  the  case,  supra,  in  criticising  this  drcnlar^  it  was  said,  page  70  of 
the  opinion : 

After  more  mature  deliberation  on  this  subject,  I  am  disposed  to  think  these 
instructions  take  too  narrow  a  view  of  the  statute,  and  so  far  as  applied  to  thia 
question  of  citizenship,  are  erroneous. 

From  what  has  been  said  hereinbefore  in  regard  to  the  word  ''entry/'  as  used  in 
the  statute  and  amendment^  it  wiU  be  seen  that  it  applies  only  to  the  original  entry, 
and  that  the  qualifications  of  those  entitled  to  make  entry  as  prescribed  in  section  8 
do  not  include  the  assignees  of  any  original  entryman  in  the  matter  of  making 
final  proof.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  section  7  is  found  the  method  to  be  pursued 
to  obtain  patent.  It  provides  that  at  any  time  within  four  years  upon  making  satis* 
factory  proof  of  the  reclamation  and  cultivation  of  the  land  to  the  extent  expressed; 
''that  he  or  she  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,"  and  on  payment  of  the  addi* 
tional  sum,  patent  may  issue  "  to  the  applicant  or  his  assigns.'' 

Congress  contemplated  an  assignment  of  these  desert  land  entries.  The  object  of 
making  this  class  of  entries  an  exception  to  the  unvarying  rule — except  as  to  coal 
entries — can  be  readily  understood.  It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  the 
effecting  of  a  thorough  or  sufficient  reclamation  of  desert  lands  in  many  instances 
involves  the  erection  of  permanent  dams  or  reservoirs  for  the  purpose  of  storing  the 
water  in  the  season  when  at  flood,  and  the  construction  of  canals  for  carrying  the 
water  many  miles  in  length.  From  these  canals  lateral  ditches  must  be  run  to  the 
particular  tracts  to  be  irrigated.  All  this  means  permanent  structures  on  exact 
grades  to  prevent  washing;  headgates  wherever  the  lateral  ditches  leave  the  main 
canal,  constructed  accurately  to  avoid  waste,  and  so  that  the  quantity  of  water 
required  may  be  exactly  measured.  It  is  needless  to  say,  perhaps,  that  all  thia 
requires  a  greater  amount  of  capital  ofttimes  than  can  be  fomished  by  the  resi- 
dents in  the  desert  country.  To  induce  those  of  our  people  who  have  the  money 
to  further  these  great  enterprises,  Congress  wisely  provided  that  these  desert  entries 
might  be  transferred  under  certain  limitations  and  restrictions  so  that  the  assignees 
who  have  invested  capital  in  the  construction  of  these  waterways  might  be  assured 
of  some  compensation  for  their  outlay.  If  the  construction  heretofore  placed  on 
this  act  is  to  prevail,  that  the  assigns  must  also  be  resident  citizens  of  the  State  or 
Territory  where  the  land  is  located,  it  might  defeat  the  object  Congress  had  in 
view. 

I  have  thus  quoted  in  extenso  the  opinion  in  the  Kimble  case,  as  it 
clearly  sets  forth  the  reasons  for  the  change  from  the  holding  of  the 
Department  as  set  forth  in  the  circular  under  discussion.  It  is  evi- 
dent, therefore,  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  assignee  should  be  a 
resident  citizen  of  the  State  in  which  the  land  is  situated.    The  latter 
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portion  of  the  syllabas,  supra^  is  as  follows:  ''It  is  safficient  in  such 
case  for.  the  assignee  to  show  that  he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States." 

Can  a  railroad  company  be  a  citizen  within  the  meaning  of  the  law? 

In  Daily  v.  Marqaette,  Honghton  and  Ontonagon  R,  E.  Co.  et  al.  (19 
L.  D.,  148),  it  was  held  (syllabus),  inter  alia: 

A  corporation  orj^anized  and  existing  nnder  the  laws  of  a  State,  is  in  contempla- 
tinn  of  law  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  as  snch  entitled  to  invoke  the  con- 
firmatorj  proTisions  of  section  four,  act  of  March  3,  1887. 

In  Loaisville  E.  E.  Go.  v.  Letson  (2  How.,  497,  page  558,)  the  supreme 
court  decides : 

That  a  corporation  created  by  and  doing  bnsiness  in  a  particular  State  is  to  be 
deemed  to  aU  intents  and  purposes  as  a  person,  although  an  artificial  person,  an 
inhabitant  of  the  same  State,  for  the  purpose  of  its  incorporation,  capable  of  being 
treated  as  a  citizen  of  that  State,  as  much  as  a  natural  person. 

See  also  Minneapolis  and  St.  Louis  Bailway  Company  v.  Beckwith 
(129  U.  8.,  26). 

There  is  no  danger  under  Ibis  oonstmotion  of  the  law  of  corpora- 
tions taking  by  assignments  large  tracts  of  laud,  inasmuch  as  section  7 
of  the  amendatory  act  provides, 

bnt  no  person  or  association  of  persons  shall  hold,  by  assignment  or  otherwise,  prior 
to  the  issue  of  patent,  more  than  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  of  such  arid  or 
desert  lands. 

My  conclusions  are  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  an  assignee  to  be  a 
citizen  of  the  State  in  which  the  land  lies,  nor,  in  the  absence  of  statu- 
tory requirements,  that  the  assignee  must  show  the  same  qualifications 
as  the  original  entrjrman,  a  natural  person. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  Nevada  Southern  Eailway  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  Colorado,  can  take 
uid  hold,  by  assignment,  the  desert  entry  of  Morgan. 

Tour  office  decision  is  reversed. 


ABAITDONSB  MIUTART  RESBRVATIOI!^— HOMESTKAB. 

Geobge  Delius. 

Besideoee  on  a  tract  within  a  military  reservation  that  is  subsequently  abandoned| 
acquired  by  one  while  employed  as  onstodian  of  said  reservation  does  not  confer 
a  right  of  entry  under  the  proviso  to  section  2,  act  of  July  5, 1884. 

Beeretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  Ja/nuary 

4, 1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

The  land  here  involved,  commonly  known  as  Greenwood  Island,  and 
described  as  fractional  parts  of  sections  18  and  19,  township  8  S.,  range 
fi  W.,  Bt.  Stephen's  meridian,  Mississippi,  was  purchased  by  the  United 
States,  on  August  2, 1848,  from  Jacob  Baptist  and  wife,  for  military 
pirposes,  and  remained  a  military  reservation  from  that  time  until 


4  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC    LANDS. 

December  18, 1890,  when  it  was  turned  over  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  disposal  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  6, 1884 
(23  Stat.,  103). 

September  19, 1894,  George  Delias  applied  to  enter  said  tract  as  a 
homestead  (presumably  under  the  proviso  to  the  second  section  of  said 
act  of  July  5, 1884),  claiming  residence  thereon  since  February  1, 1883. 

This  application  was  transmitted  to  your  office  without  action  by  the 
register  and  receiver,  and  was  rejected  by  your  office  on  November  22, 
1894,  for  the  reason  that 

Seo.  2  of  the  act  of  July  5,  1884,  providing  for  entry  under  the  homestead  laws  by 
settlers  on  land  turned  over  to  the  Interior  Department  for  disposal,  expressly  pro- 
vides that  such  lands  must  have  been  subject  to  entry  under  the  public  land  laws  at 
the  time  of  their  withdrawal.  The  island  in  question  was  purchased  by  the  United 
states  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  military  reservation  and  was  not  public  land, 
subject  to  disposal  as  such,  on  August  2, 1848,  and  is  not  therefore  subject  to  home- 
stead entry  under  said  act  of  July  5,  1884. 

Delius'  appeal  from  your  action  brings  the  case  before  the  Depart- 
ment. 

It  is  not  necessary  here  to  pass  upon  the^question  as  to  whether  this 
land  was  subject  to  homestead  entry  under  the  proviso  to  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  July  5, 1884,  as  this  office  is  in  receipt  of  official 
information  from  the  War  Department  to  the  effect  that 

George  Delius  was  appointed  custodian  of  the  military  reservation  of  Greenwood 
Island,  Mississippi,  by  the  Secretary  of  War,  June  18,  1884,  to  serve  without  pay. 
His  duties  consisted  principally  in  keeping  squatters  off  the  reservation,  encroach- 
ments being  constantly  made  by  claimants  to  the  property. 

The  proviso  to  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  July  5, 1884,  reads  as 
follows: 

Provided,  That  any  settler  who  was  in  actual  occupation  of  any  portion  of  any 
such  reservation  prior  to  the  location  of  such  reservation,  or  settled  thereon  prior 
to  January  first,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-four,  in  good  faith,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  a  home  and  of  entering  the  same  under  the  general  laws,  and  has  continued 
in  such  occupation  to  the  present  time,  and  is  by  law  entitled  to  make  a  homestead 
entry,  shall  be  entitled  to  enter  the  land  so  occupied,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  in  a  body,  according  to  the  government  surveys  and  subdivisions. 

Delius'  residence  upon  this  land  being  that  of  a  duly  appointed  gov- 
ernment agent,  charged  with  the  duty  of  keeping  trespassers  off  the 
reservation,  it  can  not  be  said  that  he  settled  thereon  "  in  good  faith 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  home  and  of  entering  the  same  under  the 
general  laws/'  and  consequently  he  is  not  entitled  to  enter  this  land  as 
a  homestead  under  the  proviso  to  the  second  section  of  said  act 

Your  office  decision  rejecting  his  application  is  affirmed. 


Lambert  v.  Lambebt. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  September  23, 1895^ 
21  L.  D.,  169,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  January  4,  1896. 
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FINAL  PROOF— PUBLICATION  OF  NOTICE, 

NoRTHEEN  Pacific  E.  E.  Oo.  t?.  Kehob. 

Notiee  of  intention  to  sabmit  final  proof  will  be  held  good  as  against  a  railroad 
company,  where,  in  the  publication  thereof,  the  ^'general  land  agent''  of  the 
company  is  specially  cited,  and  a  protest  against  the  proof  is  subsequently  filed 
by  said  agent,  and  no  exception  is  taken  therein  as  to  the  service  of  said  notice, 
nor  objection  made  thereto  on  appeal. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  January 

4y  1896.  (F.  W.  0.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Korthern  Pacific  Eailroad  Com- 
pany from  your  office  decision  of  Angnst  6,  1894,  holding  for  cancella- 
tion its  indemnity  selection  covering  the  S.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  lots 
2, 3,  4  and  5,  Sec.  15;  T.  12  N.,  E.  7  E.,  Vancouver  land  district,  Wash- 
in^D,  on  account  of  the  settlement  claim  of  Patrick  Kehoe. 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  com- 
pany and  was  included  within  its  list  of  selections  filed  October  27, 


On  November  11, 1891,  Patrick  Kehoe  was  permitted  to  make  home- 
stead entry  of  this  land,  and  on  February  9, 1892,  notice  was  published 
of  his  int'Cntion  to  make  final  proof  on  April  6,  1892. 

In  this  notice  Paul  Schulze,  general  land  agent  for  said  company^ 
was  specially  cited.  On  Marcli  8,  1892,  said  Paul  Schulze  filed  on 
behalf  of  the  comj)any  a  protest  against  the  proof  projjosed  to  be  sub- 
mitted by  Kehoe  in  which  a  superior  claim  on  account  of  the  grant  was 
set  up.  At  the  date  of  the  offer  of  proof  no  appearance  seems  to  have 
been  made  by  the  company. 

This  proof  shows  that  Kehoe  made  settlement  upon  the  land  in  July, 
1886:  that  on  the  10th  of  that  month  he  built  a  house  and  has  since 
made  valuable  improvements,  valued  at  the  time  of  the  offer  of  proof 
at  $800,  and  that  from  the  date  of  settlement  to  the  time  of  his  offer  of 
proof  he  had  continued  to  occupy,  claim  and  improve  the  land. 

The  company's  protest  was  dismissed  April  11, 1892,  and  the  same 
day  certificate  was  issued  on  Kehoe's  proof.  The  company's  appeal  to 
your  office  resulted  in  the  decision  of  August  6, 1894,  which  sustained 
the  action  of  the  local  officers  holding  that  as  the  land  was  within  the 
indemnity  limits  the  company  could  acquire  no  right  thereto  until  duly 
fleeted,  and  as  Kehoe  had  settled  upon  the  land  prior  to  the  com- 
pany's selection  his  settlement  claim  was  sufficient  to  bar  the  right  of 
election  in  the  company,  which  selection  was,  as  before  stated,  held 
for  cancellation. 

The  company  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  and  in  a  brief 
tiled  by  resident  counsel  it  is  stated : 

Withoat  entering  into  a  disoasaion  as  to  the  right  of  Kehoe  to  settle  upon  this  land 
vhile  it  was  withdrawn,  nor  his  failure  to  make  entry  until  after  the  company's 
■election,  it  ia  sufficient  to  note  that  in  his  published  notice  he  fails  to  specially  cite 
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the  company  to  appear  at  the  time  of  his  final  proof.  Under  sach  circnmBtanoes  the 
Commissioner  was  in  error  in  considering  such  proof  and  the  same  must  be  returned 
for  new  publication. 

In  view  of  the  recitation  in  this  opinion  in  the  matter  of  notice  given 
by  Kehoe  and  the  action  of  the  company  based  thereon  in  entering  its 
protest,  it  wonld  seem  that  some  mistake  has  been  made  by  counsel,  or 
that  careful  examination  was  not  made  of  the  record. 

As  before  stated,  in  the  published  notice  Paul  Schulze,  the  general 
land  agent  of  the  company,  was  cited  to  appear  and  under  such  notice 
he  duly  filed  a  protest  on  behalf  of  the  company  against  the  acceptance 
of  the  proof  proposed  to  be  offered  by  Kehoe  setting  up  an  adverse 
claim  in  the  company  under  its  grant.  There  was  no  objection  made 
to  the  manner  of  service  in  this  protest,  and  the  same  was  dismissed 
because  the  proof  as  offered  showed  a  superior  claim  in  Kehoe. 

Neither  in  the  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  nor  in  the 
specification  of  errors  in  the  appeal  filed  from  your  office  decision,  is 
any  exceptance  taken  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  given  by  Kehoe 
at  the  time  of  his  offer  of  proof. 

From  a  review  of  the  matter  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  notice  was 
sufficient  and  as  the  proof  shows  a  superior  claim  in  Kehoe,  your  office 
decision  ia  affirmed  and  the  company's  selection  will  be  canceled. 


fbacxige-appbaii-buus  48  of  pbacticb. 

Weight  v.  Bbtan. 

To  Justify  the  ftnality  aa  to  the  facts,  provided  for  under  rule  48  of  practice,  the  find- 
ings of  the  local  officers  must  be  positive  and  unequivocal,  not  argumentative 
or  presumptive. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  OammisHoner  of  the  General  Land  OfficCj  January 

4y  1896.  (G.  O.  R.) 

Thomas  L.  Bryan  has  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental 
decision  of  October  1, 1895  (unreported),  which  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  your  office,  dated  May  7,  1894,  holding  for  cancellation  his  mineral 
entry  ISo.  256,  made  September  7, 1892,  for  the  S.J  of  the  NB.  J  of  the 
SB.  J  of  Sec.  13,  T.  15  S.,  E.  70  W.,  Pueblo,  Colorado. 

It  appears  that  on  November  18, 1892,  Fred.  L.  Wright,  in  behalf  of 
himself  and  others,  alleged  occupants  of  the  land,  and  intending  to 
claim  the  same  as  a  townsite,  filed  a  protest  against  said  mineral  entry, 
charging,  among  other  things,  that  five  hundred  dollars  in  labor  and 
improvements  had  not  been  expended  upon  the  claim  prior  to  obtaining 
receiver's  receipt  therefor. 

Upon  the  hearing  the  register  and  receiver  found  that  contestee  had 
oomplied  with  the  law,  and  accordingly  recommended  that  the  contest 
be  dismissed.    It  does  not  appear  that  any  appeal  was  taken  from  that 
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finding,  bat  your  office,  on  receipt  of  the  record,  found  that  the  mineral 
claimant  had  not  complied  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  expenditures, 
Baying,  farther,  that  ''according  to  claimant's  own  showing,  the  ground 
inyolved  has  not  been  sufficiently  tested  to  either  prove  or  disprove  its 
containing  a  valuable  mineral  deposit,"  but  upon  this  x>oint,  and  in 
view  of  the  action  taken,  your  office  declined  to  make  any  decision, 
presumably  upon  the  ground  that  the  failure  of  claimant  to  make  the 
neeessary  expenditure  was  decisive  of  the  whole  question* 

in  tiiie  appeal  from  your  office  decision  to  this  Department,  claimant 
urged  that  under  Bule  48  of  Practice  the  findings  of  the  local  office 
npon  a  question  of  fact  become  final  in  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  and 
that  your  office  thereafter  had  no  power  to  change  those  findings, 
except  for  causes  specified  in  the  rule  itself. 

While  the  Department  in  the  decision,  review  of  which  is  sought,  did 
not  discuss  the  point  thus  raised,  it  is  presumed  that  the  same  was 
considered;  and  the  disposition  of  the  case  necessarily  involved  the 
determination  of  the  question  raised  adversely  to  appellant. 

To  entitle  the  claimant  to  patent,  he  must  show  that  '^five  hundred 
dollars'  worth  of  labor  has  been  expended  or  improvements  made  upon 
the  claim  by  himself  or  grantors,"  Section  2325  of  the  Be  vised  Statutes. 
Upon  this  point  the  register  and  receiver  find  as  follows: 

The  testimony  on  the  qneetion  of  $500.00  worth  of  labor  and  improvemente  is 
▼ohnninoos  and  in  some  things  conflicting. 

The  improvemenie  are  meager,  bat  the  labor  performed  by  Bryan  and  Womackj 
according  to  their  testimony,  goes  to  show  the  intention  on  their  part  to  comply 
with  the  statutory  reqnirements  in  good  faith. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  a  fair  preponderance  of  the  evidence  nnder  the  cir- 
camstanoee  shows  $500.00  worth  of  labor  and  improvements  to  have  been  expended 
ipon  said  Womack  Placer  prior  to  and  during  the  period  of  pablication,  and  recom- 
mend that  mineral  entry  No.  256  be  allowed  to  proceed  to  patent. 

This  alleged  finding,  from  the  words  employed,  can  not  be  regarded 
as  an  affirmative  finding  of  a  fact.  The  employment  of  the  words, 
namely,  ^*a  fair  prex)onderance  of  the  evidence  under  the  circumstances 
shows,"  etc.y  indicates  that  the  register  and  receiver  came  to  a  conclu- 
sion without  positive  testimony.  Indeed,  the  local  officers  admit  the 
met^^  character  of  the  improvements,  but  think  such  improvement 
*'goes  to  show  the  intention  on  their  part  to  comply  with  the  law,"  etc. 

In  all  such  cases,  the  findings  of  the  local  officers  to  justify  the 
fisahty  referred  to  in  Bule  48  must  be  positive  and  unequivocal^  not 
argumentative  or  presumptive,  as  appears  in  this  case. 

Under  the  circumstances,  your  office  was  justified  in  looking  into  the 
evidence  which  induced  the  so-called  finding  of  the  local  officers.  That 
evidence  shows  that  the  required  expenditures  had  not  been  made. 

The  motion  is  denied. 
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MINING  CLAIM— ADVERSK  AGRICtTLTURAL  CLAIM. 

Aspen  Consolidated  Mining  Company. 

A  mineral  elaimant  who,  in  his  application  to  pnrcbaBe,  temporarily  excludes  part 
of  liis  claim  that  is  in  conflict  with  an  adverse  ag^cultural  claim,  does  not 
thereby  absolately  waive  and  renounce  all  interest  in  the  tract  so  excluded,  but 
may  thereafter  assert  his  right  thereto  by  way  of  protest  against  the  final  proof 
of  the  agricultural  claimant. 

A  mineral  claimant  who  asserts  an  interest  as  against  the  final  proof  of  an  adverse 
agricultural  claimant,  and  asks  a  hearing  thereon,  is  entitled  to  be  heard  on 
appeal  from  the  denial  of  his  petition. 

Secretary  Smith  to  tJie  Commiitsianer  of  Hie  General  La^d  Office^  Jantiary 

4j  1896.  (E.  B.  W.) 

I  have  before  me  tbe  petition  of  the  Aspen  Consolidated  Mining 
Company,  filed  June  15, 1895,  for  writ  of  certiorari  in  the  above  styled 
contest.  In  this  petition  it  is  alleged  that  the  petitioner  is  the  owner 
of  the  Fowler  placer  mining  claim  at  Aspen,  Colorado,  and  has  been 
ever  since  1889;  that  said  claim  was  discovered  on  the  15th  of  May, 
1883,  and  located  on  the  19th  of  the  same  month;  that  the  said  claim 
has  never  been  abandoned,  and  that  annual  assessment  work  has  been 
regularly  done  thereon;  that  the  land  embraced  in  the  said  claim  is 
placer  and  not  agricultural,  and  contains  no  mineral  in  vein  or  rock  in 
place;  that  on  the  10th  of  April,  1885,  the  contestee,  John  Atkinson, 
made  preemi)tion  entry  of  the  N.  ^  NW.  J,  and  NW.  J  NE.  J,  of  Sec, 
7,  T.  10  S.,  K.  84  W.,  and  the  NE.  i  NB.  i  of  Sec.  12,  T.  10  S.,  R.  85  W., 
and  offered  final  proof  September  27,  1886;  that  the  said  pre-emption 
entry  conflicts  with  and  embraces  a  portion  of  tlie  said  mining  claim; 
that  on  the  4th  of  March,  1891,  the  said  Asi)en  Cqnsolidated  Mining 
Company  filed  a  duly  corroborated  affidavit,  protesting  against  the  said 
l)re-emption  entry,  and  alleging,  in  addition  to  tlie  above,  that  the  land 
embraced  therein  is  not  agricultural,  but  placer;  that  the  entry  was 
not  made  in  good  faith  for  agricultural  purposes,  but  with  fraudulent 
and  speculative  intent;  and  praying  for  a  hearing  and  for  opportunity 
to  prove  the  allegations,  and  show  that  the  entry  should  be  cancelled. 
The  petition  also  alleges  that  on  the  23d  of  November,  1891,  and  while 
the  said  contest  was  pending  before  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  the  petitioner  applied  for  patent  for  the  said  Fowler  claim; 
and  also  applied,  on  the  5th  of  March,  1892,  to  purchase  the  said  claim, 
and  as  evidence  of  good  faith,  temporarily  excluded  from  the  last 
application,  pending  the  contest  aforesaid,  the  portion  of  the  said  claim 
in  conflict  with  tbe  said  entry.  It  is  also  alleged  in  the  petition  that 
on  the  19th  of  April,  1895,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  dismissed  the  petitioner's  protest  aforesaid,  and  denied  its  right 
to  appeal;  that  on  the  9th  of  May,  1895,  the  petitioner  filed  a  motion 
for  review  of  the  said  decision  of  the  19th  of  April;  and  that  on  the 
10th  of  June,  1895,  the  Commissioner  overruled  said  motion  for  review. 
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Wherefore,  the  petitioner  prays  an  order  to  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Laud  Office  to  certify  the  proceedings  in  the  case  to  the  Depart- 
ment, as  provided  in  rules  S3,  84,  and  85  of  the  Rules  of  Practice,  and 
that  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  be  reversed. 

A  copy  of  the  application  to  purchase  is  attached  to  the  petition,  and 
shows  that  the  exception  was  as  follows: 

bnt  especially  excepting  and  excloding  from  this  application  all  that  portion  of 
gronnd  embraced  in  .  .  .  preemption  D.  S.  No.  84  of  John  Atkinson.  Said 
excloflion,  nevertheless,  being  only  temporarily  made,  pending  the  determination  of 
the  tract  of  the  said  .  .  .  agrionltnral  claim  in  conflict  with  said  Fowler  •  .  . 
plaoer,  now  at  issue  under  hearing  already  ordered  by  the  Hon.  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office,  and  applied  for  by  claimant  herein,  to  determine  the  possessory 
right  and  title  to  said  tract. 

A  copy  of  the  Commissioner's  said  decision  of  the  19th  of  April,  1896, 
is  also  attached  to  the  petition,  and  it  shows  that  the  material  part  of 
tlie  said  decision  was  as  follows : 

By  the  exclnsion  from  said  (application  to  purchase)  of  conflict  with  the  D.  S.  of 
AtkiDison,  said  Aspen  Consolidated  Mining  Company  waived  its  right  to  said  conflict 
absolutely^  and  the  qualifying  clause  following  the  exclusion,  above  quoted,  can  be 
of  no  effect,  for  it  is  not  for  the  land  department  to  examine  or  take  cognizance  of 
the  intention  with  which  action  is  taken  by  claimants. 

I  consider  it  to  be  a  proposition  most  clearly  enunciated  by  the  Department  in  the 
case  of  the  Adams  Lode,  16  L,  D.,  233,  that  an  exclusion  from  a  mineral  entry,  of  a 
portion  of  the  ground  applied  for,  is  not  only  a  waiver  of  any  riglits  to  the  parcel 
80  excluded  under  the  application  and  entry,  but  it  is  an  absolute  reuunciation  of 
all  right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to  such  excluded  tract,  and  that  by  such  exclusion 
the  laud  excluded  becomes  so  far  as  the  applicant  is  concerned  ''vacant''  public  land. 

As  a  protest,  the  paper  tiled  by  said  Aspen  Consolidated  Mining  Company  is  not 
re^rarded  as  safiicient  to  rebut  the  record  evidence  or  to  call  for  action  by  this  office. 

Said  protest  is  accordingly  hereby  dismissed.  As  above  stated  in  cifect,  the  Aspen 
Oousolidated  Mining  Company  is  a  protestant  without  interest,  in  view  of  which 
fact,  it  has  no  right  of  appeal  herefrom.  Further  action  upou  this  case  will,  how- 
ever, be  suspended  under  rule  85  of  Practice. 

A  copy  of  the  Commissioner's  said  decision  of  June  10,  1895,  over- 
ruling petitioner's  motion  for  review,  is  also  attached  to  the  petition. 

The  petition  alleges  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  ground  for  the  order 
prayed  for,  and  the  usual  course  in  such  cases  is  to  make  the  order. 
But  in  this  case  it  is  obvious  on  the  face  of  the  petition  and  exhibits 
that  upon  examination  of  the  record  here  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner dismissing  the  protest  and  denying  appeal  woukl  have  to  be 
reversed,  and  a  heariog  ordered  as  prayed  for  in  the  protest.  Therefore 
long  and  unnecessary  delay  would  be  avoided,  and  the  ends  of  good 
administration  best  subserved,  by  overruling  the  said  decision  and 
ordering  the  hearing  now. 

It  was  error  to  hold  that  by  so  omitting  the  land  in  coniiict  from  its 
application  to  purchase  the  petitioner  waived  and  renounced  absolutely 
all  right  thereto,  that  it  was  a  protestant  without  interest,  that  the 
protest  was  not  sufficient  to  call  for  action  by  the  Commissioner,  and 
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on  these  grounds  to  dismiss  the  protest  and  deny  an  appeaL    In 
Branagan  v,  Dulaney,  2  L.  D.,  744,  it  was  held  that — 

If  the  adverse  is  for  a  portion  only  of  the  claim  of  the  applicant,  he  may  elect  to 
take  patent  for  the  portion  of  his  claim  that  is  not  in  coDtroversy,  and  he  may  with- 
draw from  his  application  so  mnch  of  his  original  claim  as  is  in  controversy.  By 
snch  withdrawal  he  leaves  the  part  of  his  claim  claimed  by  others  in  the  condition 
it  was  before  his  application.  He  may  then  abandon  his  claim  thereto,  or  he  may 
litigate  as  to  his  rights  with  the  party  claiming  adversely. 

The  decision  in  the  Adams  Lode  case,  16  L.  D.,  233,  is  consistent  with 
this  mle.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  the  land  in  contest  had  been 
vacant  more  than  two  years  when  it  was  entered  by  the  adverse  claim- 
ant. In  this  case  the  land  in  conflict  was  not  vacant.  It  constituted 
a  part  of  the  Fowler  claim,  which,  the  petitioner  alleges,  had  been 
located  and  recorded,  and  maintained  and  perpetuated  by  annual  assess- 
ment work,  as  the  law  provides,  and  although  it  was  omitted  from  the 
application  to  purchase,  it  was  included  in  the  application  for  patent. 

The  petitioner  is  the  owner  of  the  Fowler  claim,  is  not  a  protestant 
without  interest,  and  it  has  the  right  of  appeal.  A  protestant  against 
pre-emption  final  proof  who  desires  to  clear  the  record  in  order  that  he 
may  enter  the  land,  has  such  an  interest  as  entitles  him  to  be  heard  on 
appeal.    McKinley  v.  Walsh,  13  L.  D.,  507. 

In  the  cases  of  Weinstein  v.  Granite  Mountain  Mining  Company,  14 
L.  D.,  68,  and  the  Nevada  Lode,  16  L.  D.,  532,  it  was  held  that  a  pro- 
testant against  a  mineral  entry  who  alleges  an  adverse  interest,  and 
non-compliance  with  law  on  the  part  of  the  entryman,  and  whose 
application  for  a  hearing  on  such  charge  has  been  denied,  is  enti- 
tled to  be  heard  on  appeal.  This  being  so,  it  is  obvious  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  reason  therefor,  it  would  be  a  discrimination  against  the 
owner  of  a  mineral  claim  who  protests  against  an  agricultural  entry 
to  deny  to  him*  the  same  right. 

One  who  charges  default  against  an  entryman,  furnishes  proof  in 
support  thereof,  and  pays  the  costs  of  taking  his  testimony,  is  not  a 
protestant,  but  a  contestant,  even  though  he  formally  waives  all  claim 
to  a  preference  right  of  entry  in  the  event  of  success,  and  as  such  con- 
testant is  entitled  to  the  right  of  appeal.  Emblen  v.  Weed,  13  L.  D., 
722.  An  absolute  denial  of  an  application  to  contest  an  entiy  is  a  final 
decision  from  which  an  appeal  will  lie.  Oamerou  v.  McDougal,  15 
L.  D.,  243.  The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  should  not 
deny  the  right  of  appeal  until  an  attempt  is  made  to  exercise  such 
right.    Sanders  v.  North.  Pac.  E.  R,  Co.,  15  L.  D.,  187. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ofiice  dismiss- 
ing the  protest  and  denying  the  petitioner  the  right  to  appeal  is 
overruled  and  set  aside,  and  he  will  order  a  hearing  as  prayed  for  in 
the  protest,  to  determine  whether  there  is  a  conflict  between  said 
placer  claim  and  pre-emption  entry,  and  if  so,  the  extent  thereof,  and 
whether  the  land  in  conflict  is  placer  or  agricultural,  and  if  placer, 
when  it  was  first  discovered  to  be  such. 
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COAL  laAND  CLAIM— TTNSITRVKTED  LAND-IMPROVEMENTS. 

Curtis  r.  Songer. 

Where  a  coal  land  claimant  prior  to  snrvey  locates  a  claim  for  himself,  and  ah  adja- 
cent claim  for  another  party,  as  agent,  and  it  snbseqnently  transpires  after  snr- 
vey, that  the  improyements  made  on  behalf  of  the  latter  claim  are  within  the 
lines  of  the  former,  such  improvements  innre  to  the  benefit  of  said  claim,  so  far 
as  third  parties  are  concerned,  and  the  claimant  is  not  required  to  open  and 
improve  a  mine  on  tbe  land  he  claimed  before  snrvey. 

Secretary  Smith  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

4, 1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  N.  ^  of  the  S.  ^  of  Sec.  7,  T.  5  S., 
£.  92  W.9  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado,  land  district. 

The  plat  of  survey  of  said  township  was  filed  in  the  local  land  office 
May  8,  1889.  On  the  same  day  John  Songer  filed  coal  declaratory 
statement  No.  213  for  the  land  in  controversy,  alleging  x>ossession 
since  July  9, 1886.  Jaly  7, 1890,  he  applied  to  purchase  the  land,  but 
his  application  was  rejected  because  of  conflicting  claims.  April  8, 
1893,  he  again  applied  to  purchase.  April  13, 1893,  the  claimants  of 
the  conflicting  claims  were  given  thirty  days'  time  within  which  to  show 
cause  why  Songer  should  not  be  allowed  to  make  entry.  Ko  action 
vas  taken  by  them,  but  on  May  12, 1893,  Nathaniel  Ourtis  filed  coal 
declaratory  statement  No.  432  for  the  land,  and  at  the  same  time  filed 
an  affidavit  of  contest  against  Songer's  claim,  alleging: 

That  he  is  advised  that  one  John  Songer  also  makes  claim  to  said  land  under  a  coal 
declaratory  statement  filed  about  1889  under  a  settlement  alleged  to  have  been  made 
aboat  July  9th,  1886.  This  afliant  states  that  he  is  advised  and  belieyes  and  there- 
fore avers  that  said  Songer  did  not  at  that  time  or  any  other  make  any  settlement  on 
or  take  posaesHion  of  or  do  any  work  on  said  land  for  himself,  but  that  such  settle- 
ment and  possession  if  taken  at  aU  by  said  Songer  was  so  taken  by  him  for  and  on 
liehalf  of  The  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Company  and  in  its  interest,  and  that  at  that 
time  said  Songer  was  in  the  employ  of  and  under  pay  by  said  company  to  take  such 
possession  for  it  and  to  hold  said  land  on  its  behalf  and  that  said  company  paid  for 
all  the  work  so  done  on  said  claim,  and  said  Songer  is  claiming  said  land  in  violation 
of  the  ooal  land  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  his  claim  thereto  is  invalid  and 
iUegal. 

This  affiant  therefore  contests  said  Songer's  claim  and  asks  that  a  hearing  be  had 
to  determine  their  respective  rights  to  said  land  and  that  Songer's  claim  be  canceled 
and  this  affiant's  claim  thereto  be  adjudged  as  snperior. 

Testimony  was  taken  before  the  local  officers,  who  rendered  disagree- 
ing opinions,  the  register  recommending  the  rejection  of  Songer's  appli- 
cation, and  the  receiver  recommending  the  dismissal  of  the  contest.  On 
appeal,  yonr  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  receiver,  and  dismissed 
the  contest  The  contestant's  appeal  ftt>m  said  decision  brings  the  case 
before  me  for  oonsideration. 

In  1886,  when  the  land  was  nnsnrveyed,  the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron 
Company,  intending  to  acquire  coal  lauds,  had  a  private  survey  made 
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of  a  part  of  said  township  to  ascertain  where  the  lines  of  the  govern- 
ment  survey  would  run.  At  that  time  Songer  took  possession,  for  his 
own  benefit,  of  a  tract  of  coal  land,  the  boundaries  of  which,  it  was 
then  supposed,  would,  upon  the  government  survey,  correspond  exactly 
to  the  K.  i  of  the  S.  i  of  Sec.  7.  At  the  same  time  he,  as  agent  for 
the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Comx)any,  took  possession  of  the  land  lying 
immediately  south  of  the  tract  claimed  by  him.  The  Colorado  Coal 
and  Iron  Company  plaeed  valuable  improvements  on  the  extreme  north- 
em  part  of  the  land  held  for  them  by  Songer.  The  government  survey 
of  the  land  showed  that  these  improvements  were  in  fact  made  on  the 
N.  i  of  the  S.  i  of  Sec.  7,  the  southern  boundary  of  which  tract  was  by 
said  survey  shown  to  be  from  two  hundred  to  four  hundred  feet  further 
south  than  it  was  supposed  to  be.  When  the  plat  of  survey  was  filed 
in  the  local  office.  May  8, 1889,  Songer  filed  declaratory  statement  for 
said  N.  i  of  the  S.  J  of  Sec.  7.  A  few  days  thereafter,  May  13, 1889, 
the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Company  discharged  him  from  their 
employ,  stating  in  the  letter  written  to  him  that  day  that  because  of 
his  course  in  making  said  filing  he  can  no  longer  be  retained  in  their 
service.  May  21, 1889,  Songer  was  driven  from  the  land  by  men  in  the 
employ  of  the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Company,  who  threatened  to 
kill  him.     He  re-established  his  residence  on  the  land  June  17,  1893. 

The  decision  appealed  from  states  that  the  affidavit  of  contest 
charges  that  Songer's  filing  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  Colorado 
Coal  and  Iron  Company;  and  that  the  sole  issue  presented  for  decision 
is  whether  Songer  made  the  filing  in  his  behalf  and  tor  his  benefit. 
The  contest  was,  by  said  decision,  dismissed  on  the  holding  that  the 
facts  in  the  case,  as  above  stated,  are  inconsistent  with  the  charge  that 
the  entry  was  made  in  the  interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  Colorado 
Coal  and  Iron  Comi>any. 

The  ailidavit  of  contest,  taken  by  itself,  warrants  the  inference  that 
it  was  intended  to  charge  that  Songer  is  attempting  to  acquire  title  to 
the  land  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  company.  However,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  record  to  support  such  an  inference.  The  appellant 
contends  that  the  affidavit  does  not  charge,  and  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  charge,  that  Songer  is  attempting  to  acquire  title  to  the 
land  for  the  benefit  of  the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Company,  but  that 
the  only  charge  made  is  that  Songer  did  not  do  any  work  on  the  land 
for  himself,  and  that  his  claim  to  the  land  is  therefore  illegal.  This  is 
doubtless  a  correct  explanation  of  the  allegations  of  the  contest  affi- 
davit. 

The  api>ellant  strenuously  contends  that  the  defendant  has  not  opened 
and  improved  a  mine  on  that  part  of  the  land  which  he  claimed  before 
the  government  survey;  that  he  has  done  no  work  on  the  strip  of  land 
found  after  the  survey  to  be  on  the  N.  ^  of  the  S.  J  of  Sec.  7,  except  as 
the  agent  for  the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Company;  that  he  can  not  be 
allowed  to  include  said  strip  of  land  in  his  entry;  and  that  his  agree- 
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ment  with  said  company  to  bold  land  for  it  was  fraudaient,  as  the  com- 
pany was  not  qualified  to  acquire  title. 

The  improvements  made  by  the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Company 
inured  to  Songer's  benefit.  It  was  therefore  not  necessary  for  him  to 
open  and  improve  a  mine  on  the  land  he  claimed  before  the  survey. 
The  fact  that  Songer  was  not  in  the  possession  of  all  the  land  embraced 
within  the  legal  subdivisions  which  he  applies  to  enter  can  not  be  urged 
as  a  ground  of  contest  by  Curtis,  who  is  not  an  adverse  claimant.  More- 
over, Songer  would  have  the  right  of  entry  even  as  against  an  adverse 
claimant  for  the  reason  that  the  greater  part  of  each  legal  subdivision 
was  in  his  possession.  His  claim  can  not  be  defeated  by  the  charge  of 
ft^aad  as  to  his  agency  in  holding  fbr  the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Com- 
pany land,  a  small  portion  of  which  is  embraced  in  the  land  now  applied 
for  by  him.  Nor  does  the  charge  of  fraud  against  him  in  intending,  as 
is  claimed,  to  <<hold  up"  said  company  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  affect 
his  rights. 

In  August,  1889,  two  coal  declaratory  statements  were  filed,  each 
including  eighty  acres  of  the  tract  in  question.  Both  applicants 
alleged  that  they  had  made  improvements  to  the  value  of  five  thou- 
sand dollars.  On  the  report  of  a  special  agent,  stating  that  the 
improvements  were  made  by  the  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Company, 
and  not  by  the  applicants,  your  office,  on  December  16, 1889,  held  these 
filings  for  cancellation.  March  27,  1893,  after  hearing  was  had,  tlie 
filings  were  canceled.  The  contestant  states  that  he  has  not  been  per- 
mitted to  examine  the  special  agent's  reports  in  these  cases,  but  is  con- 
fident that  they  were  based  upon  affidavits  made  by  John  Songer,  the 
defendant  herein,  or  at  least  upon  information  given  by  him  to  the 
special  agent.  He  therefore  moves,  for  the  purpose  of  sharply  bringing 
to  the  attention  of  this  Department  all  the  facts  concerning  this  land, 
that  said  special  agent's  i-eports  in  these  cases,  together  with  all  the 
original  papers  accoinpanying  the  reports,  be  considered  in  connection 
with  this  case. 

The  equities  are  very  plainly  with  the  defendant.  He  was  justified 
in  giving  information  to  the  special  agent,  to  protect  his  claim  and  to 
secure  the  cancellation  of  fraudulent  filings.  His  bona  fide  possession 
of  the  land  since  1886,  was  generally  known  to  the  residents  in  that 
vicinity.  It  can  not  be  presumed  that  in  giving  information  to  the 
special  agent  he  made  statements  not  in  harmony  with  these  facts. 
The  motion  is  therefore  denied. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


14  DECISIONS   BELATINO   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LAITOS. 

NOBTHISaN  PACmC  BAJXBOAB  GBA19T— ACTS  OF  1864  AND  1870. 

Insteuctions, 

Department  of  the  Intbbiob, 

Genebal  Land  Office, 

Washingtanj  J>.  0.,  January  13, 1696. 
Begisteb  and  Beceitbb, 

Vancouver,  WanhingUm. 

Snts :  On  Febmary  3, 1891,  iustractions  were  given  yonr  office  for 
the  restoration  of  the  lands  within  yoor  district,  which  had  been  part 
of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Oompany,  bat  had  be«n 
declared  forfeited  by  the  act  of  September  29,  1890,  and  a  diagram 
showing  the  area  covered  by  the  forfeiture  was  fiirnlshed  yon.  On 
said  diagram  and  in  said  instrnctions  the  terminal  previously  estab- 
lished at  Portland,  Oregon,  for  the  constructed  portion  of  the  road 
under  the  joint  resolution  of  May  31, 1870,  was  adhered  to,  and  the 
order  for  the  restoration  did  not  include  any  lands  within  the  primary 
limits  established  under  said  joint  resolution. 

On  July  18, 1895,  in  the  case  of  Spaulding  v.  Northern  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company  (21  L.  D.,  57),  affirmed  on  review  October  18, 1895,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  decided  that  there  are  two  grants  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  the  first  by  the  act  of  July  2, 
1864,  and  the  second  by  the  joint  resolution  of  May  31, 1870,  in  the 
neighborhood  of  Portland,  Oregon,  and  that  so  £Eur  as  the  limits  of  the 
grant  of  1864  overlapped  the  subsequent  grant,  the  latter  must  fail ; 
that  the  forfeiture  by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  of  the  former, 
included  the  lands  within  the  overlap,  and  that  they  are  subject  to 
disposal  thereunder. 

It  is  the  duty  of  this  office  therefore  to  dispose  of  the  lands  within 
said  overlap,  and  I  have  accordingly  prepared,  and  herewith  enclose,  a 
diagram  showing  within  the  colored  lines  marked  ^^  20  miles  limit  act 
of  1870",  "40  miles  limit  act  of  1870",  <<40  miles  limit  act  of  1864"  an^ 
^<  Western  terminal  of  forfeiture  act  of  September  29, 1890  ",  the  area 
affected  by  the  Spaulding  decision. 

To  the  end  that  all  persons  interested  may  have  opportunity  to  pre- 
sent any  claims  they  may  have  to  any  of  these  lands,  you  will  cause  to 
be  published,  for  a  period  of  thirty  days,  in  some  newspaper  of  general 
circulation  in  their  vicinity  a  notice  that  said  lands  were  declared  for- 
feited by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  and  restored  to  the  public  domain, 
and  are  subject  to  disi>o8al  by  your  office,  and  that  in  order  to  protect 
their  rights  all  claimants  under  said  forfeiture  act  of  1890,  and  under 
the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  should  come  forward  and  assert  their  claims. 

The  receiver,  as  disbursing  officer,  will  pay  the  cost  of  publication, 
and  forward  a  copy  of  the  notice,  with  proof  of  publication,  as  his 
voucher  for  the  disbursement. 

Very  respectfully,  8.  W.  Lamobbux, 

Approved,  Oommissiont/r. 

Hoke  Smith,  Secretary, 
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TOWN  LOTS-SPECIAL  ACT  OP  MABCH  S,  1888. 

John  A.  GbahA3C. 

Lflods  laid  off  m  town  lots,  and  offered  at  public  sale  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
Tiaions  of  the  special  act  of  March  2, 1833,  eetablishiog  the  town  of  St.  Marks, 
Florida,  are  thereby  remoTed  from  the  operation  of  the  general  land  laws,  and 
subject  to  private  sale  as  provided  in  section  2,  of  said  act. 


Secretary  Smith  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

20^  1896.  (A.  M.) 

I  have  before  me  the  letter  of  the  18th  ultimo,  fh)m  yonr  office,  stat- 
tog  that  John  A.  Graham  made  application  on  October  5,  1892,  to 
pm^base  certain  lots  in  the  town  of  St.  Marks,  Florida,  under  the  pro- 
YiBions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  2, 1833 — 4 
Stat.  664;  that  the  register  and  receiver  at  Oainesville  rejected  the 
application  for  the  reason  that  public  lands  in  Florida  were  not  sub- 
ject to  cash  entry  and  that  Graham  appealed  to  your  office  from  such 
act  of  rejection. 

The  opinion  is  expressed  therein  that  the  lots  covered  by  the  appli- 
cation that  have  not  heretofore  been  disposed  of  cannot  now  be  dis- 
posed of  at  private  sale  in  view  of  the  provision  in  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889 — ^25  8tat.  854 — ^restricting  the  private  entry  of  public  lands  to  the 
State  of  Missouri,  and  instructions  are  asked  for,  my  attention  being 
also  called  to  section  9  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891—26  Stat.  1095— pro- 
viding that  no  public  lands,  except  those  mentioned  in  said  section  9, 
shall  be  sold  at  public  sale. 

In  answer,  you  are  advised  that  the  act  of  March  2, 1833,  referred  to, 
entitled  ^<An  Act  to  establish  a  town  at  St.  Marks,  Florida,"  authorized 
the  President  to  cause  such  public  lands  as  he  deemed  proper,  at  or 
Dear  St.  Marks,  to  be  laid  off  in  town  lots,  and  section  2  thereof,  under 
which  Graham  applies,  provided  for  the  public  sale  of  such  lots  (with 
certain  exemptions)  and  for  the  sale  at  private  entry  of  the  lots  remain- 
ing unsold  after  the  offering. 

In  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  act  the  lands  to  which  it  applied 
were  duly  surveyed,  lotted  and  offered  by  proclamation  of  the  Presi- 
dent. 

By  virtue  of  this  action  under  the  law  the  lands  were  no  longer  sub- 
ject to  the  operation  of  the  general  land  laws,  under  the  common 
acceptation  of  that  term.  Hence  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  New- 
hall  T.  Sanger— 92  U.  S.  761— that  "The  words  ^public  lands'  are  habit- 
ually used  in  our  legislation  to  describe  such  as  are  subject  to  sale  or 
other  disposal  under  general  laws,"  is  applicable  to  the  case  presented 
and  governs  action  therein. 

Under  this  rule  of  construction,  the  act  of  March  2, 1833,  remains 
effective,  notwithstanding  the  subsequent  general  acts  to  which  atten- 
tion has  been  directed,  and  the  lots  applied  for  by  Graham,  except 
those  stated  to  have  been  disposed  of  heretofore,  are  subject  to  private 
•ale  under  section  two  hereof. 
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Geuvbb  t?.  Davidson. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  October  31^  1895,  21 
L.  D.y  340,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  January  13, 1896. 


MiNixG  ci:.aim:-ai>verse  proceedinos. 
De  Garcia  et  al.  v.  Eaton  et  al. 

A  declaration  in  ejectment  tiled  in  a  court  of  competent  jorisdiction  by  an  adverse 
claimant,  within  the  statatory  period,  and  in  accordance  with  local  statntes,  la 
snch  a  commencement  of  ^'proceedings"  as  to  saspend  the  jarisdiction  of  the 
Department  under  section  2326,  B.  S.,  even  though  summons  on  said  declaration 
does  not  issue  within  said  period. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

13, 1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  appears  by  the  record  before  me  that  Joseph  I.  Eaton  et  al,  made 
application  for  patent,  July  26, 1892,  for  the  Birth  Day  lode  claim,  sur- 
vey No.  862  C,  Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico,  land  district,  and  during  the 
period  of  publication  Daniel  De  Garcia  et  ah  filed  a  protest  and 
adverse  claim  against  the  same.  The  period  of  publication  expired 
September  27, 1892,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter,  on  October  15, 
the  adverse  claimants  filed  their  declaration  in  a  suit  in  ejectment 
against  Eaton  et  al.  Summons  was  not  issued  in  this  action  until  after 
the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  limited  by  statute  within  which  suit 
should  be  commenced. 

A  motion  was  filed  in  the  local  office  May  1,  1893,  asking  that  the 
protest  be  dismissed,  because  action  had  not  been  commenced  within 
thirty  days.  This  was  supported  by  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the 
court,  dated  March  2,  1893,  showing  that  no  process  had  been  issued 
against  the  defendants,  or  any  application  made  for  the  same.  On  May 
16,  following,  the  register  overruled  this  motion,  but  on  reconsid^ation 
the  local  officers,  on  June  9, 1893,  reversed  the  former  ruling  of  the 
register,  and  granted  the  motion. 

Notice  of  this  action  was  received  by  counsel  for  Garcia  et  al,  June 
10,  and  on  July  8,  they  filed  an  appeal.  It  does  not  appear  that  notice 
of  this  appeal  or  the  specifications  of  error  were  served  on  the  opposite 
party,  and  on  July  21,  Eaton  et  at.  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  said  appeal 
on  the  ground  that  they  had  no  notice  thereof.  Meantime,  however, 
and  on  July  13,  all  the  papers,  including  the  appeal,  were  forwarded 
to  your  office. 

Your  office,  by  letter  of  March  6,  1894,  considered  the  case  under 
Rule  48  (Rules  of  Practice);  held  that  it  was  not  <^ deemed  necessary 
to  consider  the  appeal,  or  motion  to  dismiss  the  same;"  and  reversed 
the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  dismissing  the  adverse.  The  mineral 
claimants  therefore  prosecute  this  appeal,  assigning  numerous  grounds 
of  error,  which  may  be  condensed  into  two  propositions:  first,  error  in 
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deciding  that  the  filing  of  a  declaration  is  the  commencement  of  a  suit 
in  contemplation  of  the  statute;  and,  second,  Biibstantially,  that  it  was 
error  to  consider  the  appeal  by  the  adverse  claimants  because  of  the 
lack  of  service-  of  the  same  on  the  mineral  claimants. 

There  is  no  force  in  the  second  assignment  of  error  as  given  above, 
for  the  reason  that  your  office  did  not  consider  the  case  as  on  appeal, 
but  did  determine  it  under  Eule  48. 

Section  2325  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that,  if  no  adverse 
daim  is  filed  against  a  mineral  application  during  the  sixty  days  ])eriod 
of  publication,  the  applicant  shall  be  entitled  to  a  patent.  Section 
2326  declares  : 

Where  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  dnring  the  period  of  publication^  it  shall  be  upon 
oath  of  the  person  or  persons  making  the  same,  and  shall  show  the  nature,  bound- 
aries, and  extent  of  such  adverse  claim,  and  all  proceedings,  except  the  publication 
of  notice  and  making  and  filing  of  the  affidavit  thereof,  shall  be  stayed  until  the 
controversy  shall  have  been  settled  or  decided  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
or  the  adverse  claim  waived.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  adverse  claimant,  within 
thirty  days  after  filing  his  claim,  to  commence  proceedings  in  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  to  determine  the  question  of  the  right  of  possession,  and  prosecute  the 
same  with  reasonable  diligence  to  final  Judgment;  and  a  failure  so  to  do  shall  be  a 
waiver  of  his  adverse  claim. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  adverse  claim  was  filed  within  the  time  limited 
by  statute,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  a  declaration  in  ejectment 
was  filed  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  but  it  is  conceded  that 
sammons  was  not  issued  on  the  declaration  by  the  clerk  of  the  court 
"within  thirty  days  after  filing  his  (adverse)  claim."  It  is  therefore 
contended  by  appellants  that  the  adverse  claimants  did  not  commence 
proceedings  within  thirty  days  from  the  filing  of  the  adverse  claim,  as 
contemplated  by  the  statute,  or,  in  other  words,  that  service  on  the 
defendants  should  have  been  made  within  the  thirty  days  period  fixed 
for  the  commencement  of  proceedings  under  the  adverse. 

This  position  is,  in  my  judgment,  untenable.  The  statute  provides 
that  the  adverse  claimant  shall  "  commence  proceedings  in  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  "  within  thirty  days.  These  proceedings  must 
be  brought  under  the  laws  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land 
is  situated.  Section  1907,  Compiled  Laws  of  Kew  Mexico  (1884),  says: 
"All  suits  at  law  in  the  district  courts  shall  be  commeuQcd  by  filing 
a  declaration  in  the  ofBce  of  the  clerk  of  the  court."  Without  attempt- 
ing to  say  how  the  courts  of  that  Territory  would  construe  this  statute, 
it  is  sufficient,  for  the  purijoses  of  this  case,  to  decide  that  the  filing  of 
the  declaration  was  such  a  commencement  of  proceedings  as  to  suspend 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  and  stay  all  proceedings  therein 
"  until  the  controversy  shall  have  been  decided  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction."  If  the  case  has  niot  been  prosecuted  with  diligence,  the 
defendants  should  look  to  the  court  that  now  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
matter. 

Your  judgment  is  therefore  aflirmed. 
10332— VOL  22 2 
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MONEOE   BT   AL.   V.  TAYLOR. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmeutal  decision  of  October  1, 1895,  21  L. 
D.,  284,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  January  13,  1896. 


HOMESTEAD-SOLDIERS'  DECI^VRATORY  STATEMENT. 

Jonathan  E.  Wood. 

A  soldiers'  homestead  declaratory  statement  relinqaished  on  account  of  the  alleged 
worthless  character  of  the  land  covered  thereby,  will  be  held  to  have  exhausted 
the  homestead  right,  where  it  docs  not  appear  that  due  diligence  was  used  to 
ascertain  the  character  of  the  land  covered  by  his  tiling. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

13,  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  October  13, 1893,  Jonathan  E.  Wood  made  homestead  application 
for  the  ^E.  i.  Sec.  19,  T.  21  N.,  R.  2  W.,  to  register  and  receiver  at 
Perry,  Oklahoma. 

On  the  same  day  said  application  wp^s  rejected  for  the  reason  that 
Wood  had  exhausted  his  homestead  rights  and  on  November  11, 1893, 
he  apx)ealed  from  said  rejection  to  your  office. 

On  July  26,  1894,  your  office  considered  said  appeal  and  approved 
the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  said  application. 

l^Tovember  26, 1894,  Wood  filed  his  appeal  from  your  office  decision. 

It  api)ears  from  the  record  that  on  November  9, 1893,  Wood  filed 
soldiers'  declaratory  statement  No.  304  for  S  W.  J,  Sec.  29,  T.  11  N.,  R. 
16  W.,  by  an  agent.  Wood  alleges  that  the  land  was  worthless  and 
that  upon  ascertaining  that  fact  he  at  once  went  to  Oklahoma  and 
relinquished  it. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  entry  was  made  through  mistake,  or  that 
proper  diligence  was  used  to  ascertain  the  character  of  the  land  before 
filing  the  declaratory  statement. 

The  filing  of  such  statement  under  these  circumstances  exhausted 
his  homestead  rights.  Roberts  v.  Howard  (4L.  D.,561)^  Stephens  r. 
Ray  (5  L.  D.,  133). 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  approved. 


Patterson  bt  al.  v.  Lindstrom. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  13,  1894, 
denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  January  13, 1896. 
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PRACTICE-MOTION  TO  DISMISi^-RULE  OF  JANIZARY   17,  1891. 

Mathieson  r.  Tbmplin  (On  Kevebw). 

If  a  party  making  a  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  desires  to  have  it  acted  upon  inde- 
pendently of  the  record  be  most  move  for  such  action  under  the  rule  of  January 
17;  1891,  otherwise  the  Department  will  act  on  the  presumption  that  such  party 
is  satisfied  to  suhmit  his  case  on  the  record  as  it  stands. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Conimissiotier  of  the  Oe^ieral  Land  Office,  January 

13j  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

I  have  before  me  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of 
September  28,  1895  (21  L.  D.,  234),  filed  by  counsel  for  Robert  W. 
Mathieson,  Mayor  of  Fort  Pierre,  wherein  was  dismissed  his  contest 
against  the  homestead  entry  of  Charles  F.  S.  Templin  for  lots  2  and  3, 
Sec.  34,  Tp.  5  N.,  R.  31  E,,  B.  H.  M.,  Pierre,  South  Dakota,  land  district. 

It  will  be  observed  that  Templin  made  a  homestead  entry  of  said 
tract  August  13,  1891 5  that  on  July  16,  1892,  Mathieson,  as  mayor, 
filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  entry,  alleging  that  it  was 
embraced  in  the  corporate  limits  of  Fort  Pierre  and  had  municipal 
improvements  on  it.  On  the  same  day  he  presented  his  declaratory 
statement  for  entry  for  townsite  purposes. 

A  hearing  was  had,  and  as  a  result  the  local  officers  filed  dissenting 
opinions.  On  consideration  of  the  record,  your  office,  on  December  21, 
1893,  found : 

That  in  addition  to  the  application  for  the  land  here  in  question,  and  previously 
thereto,  to  wit,  in  January,  1892,  the  city  of  Fort  Pierre  had  by  its  mayor  applied 
to  enter^  as  an  addition,  lots  3,  4,  and  8,  in  Sec.  28,  and  lot  1,  in  Sec.  27;  in  said  town- 
ship and  range,  containing  53.40  acres,  and  that  your  office  had  directed  the- local 
office,  by  letter  ''G"  of  March  8,  1892,  to  reject  said  at)plication,  because  the  land  in 
qaestion  was  a  part  of  the  land  in  controversy  between  Black  Tomahawk  and  Jane 
E.  Waldron  (13  L.  D.,  683  and  17  L.  D.,  457). 

By  the  decisions  cited  the  claim  of  Waldron  was  disposed  of  adversely  to  her,  and 
]t  appears  from  your  office  decision  of  1893,  under  consideration,  that  the  interest  or 
claim  of  Black  Tomahawk  was  disposed  of  by  your  office  letter  of  November  11, 
1891,  to  the  register  and  receiver.  Said  decision  of  1893  further  found  that  at  the 
date  of  the  hearing  (August  29,  1893),  no  one  was  living  on  the  land  in  question  but 
Templin  and  his  family;  that  the  town  was  not  entitled  under  the  provisions  of 
section  1  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1877  (19  Stat.,  392),  to  enter  all  the  land  within  its 
corporate  limits,  and  held  that  since  the  claims  of  Waldron  and  Black  Tomahawk 
had  been  disposed  of,  the  city  of  Fort  Pierre  should  be  alloweil  to  elect,  as  provided 
in  section  3  of  the  act  of  1877,  tupra^  what  portion  of  the  land  embraced  in  said  cor- 
porate limits,  in  compact  form,  shall  be  withheld  from  entry. 

The  local  officers  were  required  to  notify  the  town  authorities  that 
they  would  be  allowed  sixty  days  within  which  to  file  proper  evidence 
of  its  election  as  to  which  of  the  tracts  it  would  take. 

From  this  judgment  Templin  appealed,  and  the  Department,  on  Sep- 
tember 28, 1895,  reversed  your  office  decision,  dismissed  the  contest, 
and  held  Templln's  entry  intact. 
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The  motiou  for  review  coutains  twenty-three  specifications  of  error, 
attacking,  seriatim,  almost  every  finding  of  fact  and  conclusion  of  law 
stated  or  discussed  in  the  original  decision.  There  is  nothing,  how- 
ever, suggested  by  this  extraordinary  array  of  alleged  errors  that  was 
not  thoroughly  examined  and  considered  in  the  first  instance. 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  that  the  Department  should  have  given  the 
contestant  an  opportunity  to  file  a  brief  on  the  merits  of  the  case  after 
his  motiou  to  dismiss  the  appeal  of  defendant  had  been  overruled. 
That  is  not  the  practice  before  the  Department.  If  thei>erson  making 
a  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  desires  to  have  it  acted  on  independ- 
ently of  the  record,  he  must  move  to  have  it  done  under  the  rule  of 
January  17, 1891  (12  L.  D.,  64).  If  this  is  not  done,  the  presumption 
is  that  the  movant  is  satisfied  to  submit  his  case  on  the  record  as  it 
stands,  and  the  Department  will  act  on  it,  giving  it  the  same  attention 
as  though  briefs  were  filed. 

One  other  point  suggested  by  counsel  may  be  properly  adverted  to. 
It  is  claimed  that  the  exhibit  "  Z,''  made  by  stipulation,  fixes  the 
south  boundary  of  the  alleged  townsite  as  it  existed  in  1890,  when 
the  petition  for  incorporation  was  first  presented  to  the  county  com- 
missioners. This  exhibit  shows  the  south  boundaries  as  they  are 
claimed  to  exist  May  3, 1890,  and  March  16,  1891,  but  they  are  so 
widely  divergent  as  to  be  of  no  practical  value  for  the  purpose  for 
which  the  exhibit  was  made.  But  I  take  it  this  is  wholly  immaterial. 
The  gist  of  the  case  is,  that  the  town  of  Fort  Pierre  did  not  extend  its 
municipal  authority  over  the  land,  or  use  it  for  municipal  purposes,  and 
did  not  include  it  in  its  application,  which  resulted  in  the  issuance  of 
patent  for  the  "  mile  square,"  September  12, 1892,  as  it  might  probably 
have  done.  In  the  meantime,  and  before  it  sought  to  get  it,  a  home- 
stead right  had  accrued -to  Templin.  So  whether  the  south  boundary 
of  the  other  applications  was  definitely  fixed  or  not  cuts  no  figure  in 
the  case,  and  the  discussion  of  that  point  was  merely  incidental. 

Aside  from  all  other  considerations,  however,  it  is  not  entirely  clear 
but  that  the  town  authorities  had  forfeited  all  right  to  the  land  in 
question  under  your  office  judgment.  By  that  they  were  required  to 
elect  whether  they  would  take  that  applied  for  north  of  the  mile  square, 
in  sections  27  and  28,  or  that  south  of  it — the  land  in  dispute.  They 
took  no  appeal  from  this  judgment,  and  did  elect  to  take  and  procured 
patent  for  that  north.  So  that  it  would  seem  as  if  they  were  precluded 
from  asserting  any  right  to  the  tract  in  controversy. 

The  motion  is  overruled. 
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TIMBER  CXTL.TURE  CONTEST- ALIEN ATIOX. 
MiDLESTAEDT  V.   HAaOARD. 

A  timber  culture  entry  will  be  canceled  where  it  appears  that  the  entryman  has  dis- 
posed  of  all  his  interest  in  the  land,  and  is  holding  the  entry  for  the  benefit  of 
the  party  purchasing  such  interest. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

18, 1896.  ( W,  F.  M.) 

On  November  7, 1890,  Ernest  M.  Haggard  made  timber  culture  entry 
of  the  SE.  i  of  section  30,  township  108  K.,  range  35  W.,  in  the  land 
district  of  Marshall,  Minnesota,  and  on  November  10, 1893,  Fred  Midle- 
staedt  filed  a  contest  affidavit  alleging, 

that  said  £•  M.  Haggard  has  wholly  failed  to  plant  any  trees  or  cuttings  on  said  land 
sioce  his  entry  and  up  to  and  including  the  date  hereof;  that  in  the  month  of  Novem- 
ber,  1890,  he  planted  tree  seeds  on  said  land,  but  they  failed  to  germinate,  and  the 
ground  whereon  they  were  planted  was  afterwards  plowed  up  and  sown  to  flax,  and 
no  replanting  the  tree  seeds  was  done  after  said  date  on  any  part  of  said  land ;  that 
the  said  Ernest  M.  Haggard  has  sold  the  above  tract  to  one  Herman  Brown ;  that  on 
the  8th  and  9th  days  of  November,  1893,  the  said  Herman  Brown  planted  five  acres 
of  trees  on  said  land,  but  said  planting  was  done  solely  for  the  benefit  of  said  Brown 
and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  bargain  and  sale  of  the  said  land  by  the  said 
entrynum  to  the  said  Herman  Brown,  and  was  and  is  in  no  way  a  compliance  in  good 
faith  with  the  timber  culture  laws  as  pertaining  to  the  said  entry  of  the  said 
Haggard. 

The  register  and  receiver,  after  a  hearing,  recommended  that  the 
contest  be  dismissed,  bat  on  appeal  to  your  office  their  decision  was 
reversed  and  the  entry  held  for  cancellation.  The  contestee  has 
appealed  the  case  here. 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  entryman,  Haggard,  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  Herman  Brown,  by  the  terms  of  which  Brown  was  tiO  take 
possession  of  the  claim  and  do  all  the  work  that  was  necessary  to  be 
done  in  order  to  sapport  the  final  proof  to  be  made  by  Haggard  at  the 
proper  time,  and  after  final  certificate  Haggard  was  to  make  title  to 
the  land  to  Brown,  the  consideration  therefor  being  $750,  evidenced  by 
a  note  for  that  amount  executed  and  delivered  into  the  hands  of  Hag- 
gard. Interest  on  this  sum  was  to  be  paid  annually,  at  the  rate  of 
seven  per  centum,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  one  year's  interest  had 
already  been  paid  at  the  date  of  the  hearing.  As  a  part  of  the  same 
transaction  Brown  paid  to  Haggard  $100  in  cash  for  the  improvements 
on  the  land. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  decide  that  this  transaction  was  tech- 
nically a  sale. 

It  is  clear  from  its  terms,  however,  that  Haggard  disposed  of  all  his 
interest  in  the  land,  whatever  that  may  be,  and  is  simply  holding  it 
for  the  benefit  of  Brown. 

It  has  been  held  by  this  Department  that,  if  an  entryman 

for  a  valuable  consideration  received,  sold  the  claim  and  his  improvements  thereon, 
no  matter  how  the  papers  are  made  out,  his  interest  in  the  claim  is  at  an  end ;  there- 
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after  be  holds  it  not  for  his  own  nse  and  benefit  and  tbe  entry,  upon  the  facts  being 
shown,  will  be  canceled.    Williamson  r.  Weimer,  9  L.  D.,  565. 

This  is  precisely  the  thing  that  the  entryman  in  this  case  has  done. 
The  decision  of  yonr  office  is  therefore  affirmed. 


PKACTICE-RIGHT  OF  AMENDMBSTT-PREFEKENCE  BIGHT. 

MUNDBLL  BT  AL.  V.   LANB. 

The  recognition  of  the  right  of  amendment  in  a  contestant,  as  against  the  right  of  a 
third  party  to  proceed  against  tbe  entry  under  attack,  is  a  matter  that  the  con- 
testee  is  not  entitled  to  call  in  qaestion,  where  he  has  due  opportunity  to  pre- 
pare for  trial. 

The  question  of  preference  right  under  a  contest  must  be  determined  when  the 
alleged  privilege  is  duly  asserted. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  January 

18,  1896.  (J.  McP.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  embraced  in  timber  culture  entry  No. 
3125,  made  by  Charles  L.  Lane,  August  14,  1895,  and  includes  the 
NB.  J  of  Sec.  20,  T.  5  N.,  R.  31  W.,  McCook  land  district,  Nebraska. 

February  6,  1892,  Robert  L.  Muudell  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest, 
alleging  that — 

Charles  Lane  has  failed  to  break  or  cause  to  be  broken  five  acres  between  August 
14, 1886,  and  August  14, 1887,  and  the  said  Charles  L.  Lane  has  failed  to  cultivate  or 
cause  to  be  cultivated,  or  failed  to  plant  trees,  seeds,  or  cuttings,  or  caused  the  same 
to  be  done,  at  any  time  since  making  entry  on  the  aforesaid  tract. 

Mundell's  contest  was  held  subject  to  that  of  John  H.  Bishop  against 
the  same  entry  that  was  then  pending  before  the  land  department. 

September  23,  1892,  Samuel  Leydel  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  Lane's  entry,  alleging. 

That  on  August  14, 1890,  said  tract  did  not  contain  more  than  200  living  trees,  that 
since  August  14, 1890,  no  part  of  said  tract  had  been  planted  to  trees,  seeds  or  cut- 
tings ;  that  no  part  of  said  tract  has  been  cultivated  since  August  14, 1890. 

LeydePs  contest  was  held  subject  to  the  prior  contests  of  Bishop  and 
Mundell. 

November  12, 1892,  this  Department  affirmed  your  decision  '<  H  "  of 
October  12, 1891,  dismissing  Bishop's  contest.  The  local  officers  hav- 
ing been  advised  of  said  departmental  decision,  by  your  office  issued, 
on  December  8, 1892,  notice  of  hearing  on  MundelPs  contest,  setting 
the  hearing  for  February  28, 1893.  The  cause  was  continued  to  April 
12, 1893,  at  which  time  all  the  parties  hereto  appeared.  The  defendant, 
Lane,  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  Mundell's  contest,  on  the  ground  that 
all  the  questions  raised  by  said  contest  had  been  fully  ad^judicated  in 
the  departmental  decision  of  October  12, 1892,  disposing  of  the  Bishop 
contest. 
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The  local  officers  sustained  defendant's  motion  to  dismiss,  and  stated 
that  Mundell  would  be  allowed  to  amend  his  contest  affidavit ;  thereupon 
Mundell  amended  his  affidavit  so  as  to  charge  that  the  said  Charles 
Lane 

Has  failed  dnriDg  the  timber  culinre  years  ending  August  14, 1801,  and  August  14, 
1892,  and  to  date  (to)  replant  to  trees  or  cuttings  any  portion  of  the  said  tract  or 
cultivate  the  same,  there  not  being  a  stand  of  trees  thereon  before  said  first  men- 
tioned year. 

Lieydely  the  second  contestant,  then  asked  that  he  be  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed with  his  charges,  and  that  Mundell's  amended  affidavit  of  contest 
be  held  subject  to  the  contest  filed  by  him  (Leydel).  The  local  officers 
denied  Leydel's  motion,  to  which  action  he  saved  his  exceptions. 
Mundell  and  Lane  then  entered  into  an  agreement  continuing  the  case 
until  May  16, 1893.  May  29, 1893,  the  local  officers  decided  that  Mun- 
dell had  established  the  charges  contained  in  his  amended  affidavit, 
and  recommended  that  Lane's  entry  be  canceled. 

From  the  decision  of  the  local  office  both  Lane  and  Leydel  appealed 
to  your  office.  By  letter  "H^  of  December  30, 1893,  you  remanded  the 
case  to  allow  Lane  to  introduce  testimony,  if  he  so  desired,  it  not 
appearing  that  the  local  office  had  rendered  a  decision  on  the  demurrer 
filed  by  Lane.  In  your  said  decision  you  held  that  the  testimony  intro- 
duced by  Mundell  made  out  Sk  prima  fade  case. 

The  local  officers  set  the  second  hearing  for  February  20,  1894,  at 
which  time  Leydel  appeared  and  asked  that  he  be  substituted  as  con- 
testant in  place  of  Mundell.  He  offered  to  refund  the  money  paid  by 
Mundell  and  made  a  tender  of  the  amount  shown  by  the  records  to 
have  been  x>aid  by  Mundell.  His  motion  was  denied.  The  case  was 
then  continued  to  April  4, 1894,  at  which  time  Lane  moved  that  Mun- 
dell's contest  be  dismissed,  for  the  reason  that  the  hearing  should  have 
been  in  the  first  place  ordered  on  Leydel's  contest.  This  motion  was 
also  overruled,  and  Mundell  offered  further  testimony  showing  that  the 
defendant  haa  made  no  attempt  to  comply  with  the  timber  culture  law 
since  May  16,  1893,  the  time  of  the  former  hearing.  Lane  again 
refused  to  submit  testimony. 

April  9, 1894,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision,  recommend- 
ing that  Lane's  entry  be  canceled.  Lane  appealed  to  your  office,  and 
by  letter  "H''  of  July  20, 1894,  you  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local 
office  and  held  Lane's  entry  for  cancellation. 

As  to  the  controversy  between  Leydel  and  Mundell,  you  say — "The 
question  of  preference  right  of  entry  between  Mundell  and  Leydel  is 
not  in  issue." 

From  your  said  decision  both  Lane  and  Leydel  have  appealed  to  this 
Department. 

The  former  claims  that  the  procedure  allowing  Mundell  to  establish 
the  charges  contained  in  the  amended  affidavit  was  irregular  and  void, 
and  that  the  testimony  does  not  support  a  judgment  of  cancellation. 
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The  latter  stated  that  Maudell  should  not  have  been  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed on  his  amended  charges  m  the  face  of  the  fact  that  sach  charges 
had  been  incorporated  in  bis,  Leydel's  contest  filed  prior  to  such  amend- 
ment, and  he  asks  that  the  Department  designate  the  party  entitled  to 
a  preference  right. 

In  so  far  as  the  rights  of  Lane  are  concerned,  I  do  not  see  that  it  is 
material  whether  or  not  the  local  officers  erred  in  permitting  Mundell 
to  amend  his  affidavit  of  contest,  in  the  presence  of  Leydel's  prior  con- 
test. One  whose  entry  is  attacked,  for  a  failure  to  comply  with  the 
law,  has  no  right  to  choose  his  adversary,  or  say  who  is  entitled  to  pro- 
ceed against  him.  As  to  who  is  entitled  to  prosecute  the  suit,  is  a 
matter  between  the  parties  claiming  such  a  privilege.  The  entryman 
was  allowed  an  opportunity  to  prepare  for  the  trial,  as  the  case  was 
continued  by  agreement,  of  which  he  was  a  party,  for  more  than  thirty 
days  after  MundelFs  amended  affidavit  was  filed  before  the  testimony 
was  taken  in  the  case.  Moreover,  it  does  not  appear  that  Lane  objected 
to  the  allowance  of  Mundell's  amendment  at  the  time  it  was  filed,  nor 
on  his  first  appeal  to  your  office,  but  relied  on  the  insufficiency  of  the 
evidence  adduced  by  Mundell. 

The  testimony  introduced  by  Mundell  clearly  shows  that  Lane  had 
not  complied  with  the  timber  culture  law,  and  amply  supi)orts  a  judg- 
ment of  cancellation. 

Your  judgment  holding  said  entry  for  cancellation  is  affirmed. 

As  the  question  of  preference  right  is  one  which  must  be  determined 
on  an  attempt  to  exercise  the  privilege,  it  would  be  improper  for  this 
Department  at  this  time  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  party  entitled 
thereto  in  this  case. 


PUACTICE-XOTICE  OF  DECISION-ACCEPTANCE  OF  SERVICE. 

Yeoman  v.  Db  Roche. 

All  acceptance  of  service  of  notice  of  a  decision  and  of  the  **  farther  right  of  appeal/' 
signed  by  an  attorney  of  record,  is  conclasive  as  to  the  service  of  such  notice, 
and  a  waiver  of  the  right  of  such  attorney,  or  his  cUent  to  receive  a  copy  of  the 
decision  in  question. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

18^  1896.  (J.  L.) 

This  case  involves  the  NE.  i  of  section  9,  T.  24  K,  E.  2  W.,  Indian 
meridian,  Perry  land  district,  Oklahoma. 

On  September  3, 1895,  this  Department  on  motion  of  J.  W.  Yeoman 
dismissed  George  F.  De  Roche's  appeal  fi-om  your  oflBce  decision  of 
March  30,  1895,  because  said  appeal  was  tiled  sixty-one  days  after 
service  of  notice  of  said  decision.  On  October  8, 1895,  De  Roche  filed 
an  "application  for  writ  of  certiorari,"  alleging  that  "on  the  3d  day  of 
June,  1895,  service  of  notice  of  said  decision  was  accept^  by  L.  P. 
Hudson,  attorney  of  record  for  the  defendant,  but  no  copy  of  the  Com- 
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mivssioner's  decision  was  served  either  on  the  defendant  or  his  attorney." 
The  affidavits  of  De  Roche  and  Mr.  Hudson  are  filed  in  support  of  this 
statement;  but  neither  of  them  pretends  that  a  copy  of  the  decision 
was  asked  for. 

Your  office  entertained  De  Boche's  appeal^  and  transmitted  with  it 
the  original  record  of  all  the  proceedings  in  the  case.  That  record, 
which  is  now  before  me,  shows  that  on  April  3,  1895,  Mr.  J.  L.  Oalvert, 
attorney  for  Yeoman,  and  Mr.  L.  P.  Hudson,  attorney  for  De  Boche, 
met  in  the  local  land  office  at  Perry,  and  yonr  office  decision  was  shown 
them.  They  doubtless  read  it  together;  for  then  and  there  they  both 
signed  an  acceptance  of  service  of  notice  in  the  following  words: 

United  States  Land  Office, 

Perry,  0.  T.,  ApHl  S,  1895, 

We  hereby  accept  service  of  Commissioner's  letter  **  H  "  "  W.  M.  C."  of  March  30, 
1895,  and  of  our  farther  right  of  appeal  within  the  usual  time  from  this  date  as  pre- 
scribed by  law. 

J.  L.  Calvert, 

Attorney  for  Yeoman, 

L.  P.  Hudson, 
Jttomey  for  De  Roche. 

No  other  words  coald  have  more  explicitly  waived  Mr.  Hudson's 
right  to  receive  a  copy  of  said  letter. 

Moreover  on  June  3, 1895,  sixty-one  days  after  the  date  from  which 
the  usual  time  for  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  appeal  was  to  be  calcu- 
lated, Mr.  Calvert  attended  at  the  local  land  office.  He  had  not  been 
served  with  either  an  appeal  or  a  specification  of  errors.  He  then  and 
there  met  Mr.  Hudson,  who  then  filed  his  appeal.  Mr.  Calvert  filed  a 
motion  in  writing  to  dismiss  or  reject  said  appeal,  because  ^'more  than 
sixty  days  have  expired  since  date  of  service  as  shown  by  the  record." 
And  Mr.  Hudson  then  and  there  at  the  foot  of  said  motion,  accepted 
service  thereof.  Even  then  Mr.  Hudson  did  not  complain  that  he  had 
not  been  properly  served  with  a  copy  of  your  office  decision.  The 
a])pea1  with  its  eleven  specifications  of  error,  carefully  prepared,  shows 
that  the  writer  had  access  to  the  original  letter. 

The  Enles  of  Practice  (17  and  66)  do  not  prescribe  the  form  of  notice 
of  a  decision  subject  to  appeal.  But  this  Department  has  made  several 
rulings  on  the  subject.  See  5  L.  D.,  233,  8  L.  D.,  192, 12  L.  D.,  74,  16 
L.  D.,  187, 18  L.  D.,  192,  19  L.  D.,  461,  and  20  L.  D.,  89. 

1  see  no  reason  why  Messrs.  Calvert  and  Hudson  for  themselves  and 
for  their  clients,  should  not  have  accepted  service  of  your  office  let- 
ter,— as  they  did. 

The  application  for  certiorari  was  evidently  filed  in  ignorance  of  the 
fact  that  the  whole  record  of  the  proceedings  had  already  been  trans- 
mitted to  this  Department.  I  have  therefore  considered  the  applica- 
tion and  tbe  affidavits  filed  therewith  as  a  motion  for  review,  conceding 
the  facts  stated  to  be  true.  For  the  reasons  above  stated  De  Boche's 
motion  is  hereby  denied. 
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PRACTICE-DISMISSAL  OF  CONTEST- WITHDRAWAL.  OF  DISMISSAL. 

Van  DIKE  17.  Benjamin. 

A  contestant  who,  on  the  day  of  hearing,  files  a  dismissal  of  the  contest,  together 
with  a  new  affidavit  of  contest,  with  a  view  to  proceedings  thereon,  may  prop- 
erly bo  i>ermitted,  prior  to  further  action  in  the  premises,  to  withdraw  the  said 
dismissal,  and  sabmit  evidence  under  the  original  charge,  where  good  faith  on  the 
part  of  said  party  is  manifest. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

18j  1896.  (C,  J.  G.) 

On  September  16, 1891,  Alvin  M.  Benjamin  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  8E.  J  of  Sec.  29,  T.  1  N.,  B.  31  W.,  McCook  land  district, 
Nebraska. 

On  October  2,  1893,  John  W.  Vandike  filed  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry,  alleging  abandonment. 

Notice  issued,  and  hearing  was  had  December  4, 1893,  both  parties 
being  present  with  their  counsel  and  witnesses. 

Upon  the  testimony  submitted  the  local  officers  decided  in  favor  of 
the  contestant,  and  recommended  cancellation  of  the  entry.  An  appeal 
was  duly  taken  to  your  office,  and  by  letter  of  July  20,  1894,  you 
affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  office. 

A  further  appeal  brings  the  case  to  this  Department,  and  the  follow- 
ing errors  are  assigned : 

1.  At  the  time  of  the  trial  of  the  purported  contest  case  before  the  register  and 
receiver,  there  was  no  contest  pending,  the  contestant  having  dismissed  his  contest 
on  the  day  of  hearing,  and  the  register  and  receiver  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  said 
contest  after  the  same  was  dismissed^ 

2,  The  court  erred  in  finding  that  the  contestee,  Alvin  M.  Benjamin,  had  failed  to 
comply  with  the  law  as  to  settlement  and  cultivation,  and  that  he  had  failed  to  estab- 
lish his  residence  upon  the  land. 

From  an  examination  of  the  record  it  is  evident  that  Benjamin  never 
established  residence  on  this  land  in  compliance  with  the  law;  conse- 
quently, though  hardship  may  be  inflicted  thereby,  his  entry  will  have 
to  be  cancelled. 

The  remaining  question,  therefore,  necessary  to  be  determined  by  this 
Department,  is  whether  or  not  certain  proceedings  had  at  the  local 
office  prior  to  taking  testimony  were  irregular  or  erroneous.  In  order 
to  fully  set  forth  the  facts  in  the  case  it  will  be  necessary  to  embody 
herein  the  statement  of  the  opening  proceedings  as  prepared  by  the 
local  office.    The  record  is  as  follows: 

At  the  time  set  for  the  hearing,  the  parties  appeared  in  person  and  by  their  attor- 
neys,—Rittenhouse  and  Boyle,  for  the  contestant,  and  A.  D.  Gibbs  for  the  contestee, 
and  the  hearing  was  begun. 

William  Chestnut  and  J.  W.  Harker  were  sworn  as  witnesses  in  behalf  of  the  con- 
testant. Thereupon  the  attorney  for  the  contestant  asked  for  a  few  minutes  time, 
and  at  11.30  A.  M.  filed  new  affidavit  of  contest  and  dismissed  this  case.  Also  asked 
for  notice  upon  the  new  contest. 
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The  contestee  objects  to  the  filing  of  a  new  affidavit  of  contest  and  asks  that  the 
contestant  he  required  to  proceed  upon  the  original  affidavit,  or  that  the  second 
complaint  be  dismissed. 

Adjourned  to  1  P.  M. 

1  P.  M.,  attorneys  for  both  parties  appeared. 

Here  the  contestee  made  the  following  motion : 

The  contestee  moves  the  court  for  judgment  upon  the  original  complaint  filed  in 
this  action 

Whereupon  the  contestant  withdraws  his  dismissal  and  submits  his  witnesses  for 
examination,  and  waives  notice  on  the  contest  jast  filed  until  the  termination  of 
this  ease. 

The  contestee  objects  to  the  withdrawal  of  said  dismissal  and  asks  that  the  court 
rule  upon  his  motion  for  judgment.  By  the  register:  The  contestant  having  with- 
drawn his  dismissal  and  offered  to  proceed  upon  his  original  complaint,  the  motion 
for  judgment  upon  the  complaint  is  overruled,  and  the  contestant  will  proceed  with 
his  teetimony. 

To  which  the  contestant  excepts. 

William  Chestnut  being  called  as  a  witness  for  the  contestant,  and  having  been 
duly  Bwom  in  the  case  testifies  as  follows: 

State  your  name,  age  and  occupation. 

William  Chestnut,  40  years  old,  farmer. 

2.  Have  you  known  the  S£.  i  of  29, 1, 31,  being  the  homestead  entry  of  Alvin  M. 
Benjamin,  since  Sept.  16, 1891  f 

The  contestee  objects  to  the  introduction  of  any  evidence  under  the  complaint 
filed  in  this  action  for  the  reason  that  the  contestant  had  abandoned  and  dismissed 
the  same. 

Overruled.    Excepted  to  by  contestee. 

Ill  addition  to  this  record  the  register  prepared  the  following  state- 
ment, in  re8i>onse  to  motion  of  attorney  for  contestee,  suggesting  a 
dimimition  of  the  record : 

The  register  inserted  in  the  record  all  he  thought  indicated  the  formal  procedure 
taken.  As  to  the  conversation  and  statements  made,  for  the  information  of  the  Com- 
missioner, if  required,  he  states  the  following  as  his  recollection :— he  having  taken 
the  testimony.  He  has  no  definite  recollection  of  the  conversation  before  adjourn- 
ment. The  record  shows  that  all  was  formally  done  then.  It  was  just  noon,  and 
the  register  being  somewhat  undecided  as  to  proper  procedure,  simply  said  we  will 
adjonm  until  1  P.  M.  At  1  P.  M.  attorneys  for  both  parties  were  present,  and  the 
attorney  for  contestee  at  once  entered  the  motion  following  the  words  noting 
the  adjournment.  The  register  examined  some  authorities  and  read  one  in  presence 
of  the  attorneys.  Both  attorneys  and  register  engaged  in  considerable  conversation 
as  to  whether  any  judgment  could  be  entered,  or  whether  the  case  stood  dismissed 
on  the  dismissal  entered  by  the  contestant.  The  attorneys  for  contestee  claimed 
they  were  entitled  to  judgment ;  the  attorney  for  contestant  claimed  the  office  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  render  judgment — there  having  been  no  testimony  submitted,  and 
that  the  only  judgment  that  could  be  rendered,  if  any,  was  one  of  dismissal.  The 
register  remarked  that  the  contestant  was  either  in  court  or  out.  If  in,  judgment 
could  properly  be  rendered;  but  if  out,  how  could  he  be  bound  by  a  judgment? 
Just  then,  the  register  walked  into  the  main  office  to  consult  with  the  receiver, 
remarking  that  if  any  action  was  taken,  it  ought  to  be  the  joint  action  of  the  regis- 
ter and  receiver.  Just  as  the  register  ha<l  begun  to  converse  with  the  receiver,  the 
attorney  for  the  contestant  called  the  attention  of  the  officers,  and  said  he  would 
withdraw  the  dismissal  and  go  ahead  with  the  original  case.  This  was  accepted  by 
the  office — ^the  former  question  was  not  further  considered,  and  the  ease  proceeded 
as  shown  by  the  record— over  the  objection  there  stated. 
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Ill  Bapport  of  their  coutentioii  that  it  was  error  to  allow  the  contest- 
aDt  to  withdraw  his  dismissal  of  contest,  counsel  for  claimant  rely  upon 
the  case  of  Delaney  v.  Bowers,  (1  L.  D.,  163),  wherein  it  is  said — 

Where  a  contest  has  beeu  regalarly  initiated  and  the  contestant  withdraws  at  or 
before  the  day  fixed  for  trial,  he  will  be  regarded  as  in  default,  and  the  case  will 
proceed  and  be  decided  accordingly.  The  same  party  will  not  be  permitted  to 
renew  the  contest  on  the  same  i^round. 

The  contest  affidavit  filed  by  plaintiff  on  the  day  of  trial,  December  4, 
contained  the  charge  of  abandonment,  and  was  couched  in  language 
similar  to  that  of  October  2.  Blank  notices  were  prepared  in  line  with 
the  affidavit,  but  were  not  dated  nor  signed. 

The  case  above  referred  to  is  not  applicable  to  the  one  under  consid- 
eration. The  decision  in  that  case  grew  out  of  great  abuses  that  were 
being  practiced  in  the  local  offices.  Parties  for  speculative  purposes 
would  "  initiate  contests,  withdraw  before  the  day  of  trial,  then  renew 
the  contests,  and  so  harass  contestees  and  involve  them  in  continued 
expenses."  The  decision  in  that  case  does  not,  and  evidently  was  not 
intended  to  apply  to  the  contestants  who  were  apparently  acting  in 
good  faith.  This  view  is  fully  sustained  in  a  subsequent  decision, 
wherein  it  was  said, 

I  do  not,  however,  concur  in  that  part  of  this  decision  which  says,  '^when  a  contest 
has  been  regularly  instituted,  and  the  contestant  withdraws  at  or  before  the  day 
fixed  for  trial,  he  will  be  regarded  as  in  default,  and  the  case  will  proceed,  and  be 
decided  accordingly/'  as  applied  to  a  case  like  that  of  O'Kane,  where  there  appears 
to  be  an  entire  absence  of  bad  faith.     (O'Kane  t*.  Woody,  2  L.  D.,  64). 

A  motion  for  withdrawal  of  contest,  whether  verbal  or  written,  at  or  before  the 
day  of  trial  is  only  au  interlocatory  proceeding,  and  will  be  decided  on  the  day  of 
trial.     (See  instructions  2  L.  D.,  218). 

Hence,  until  the  case  had  *^  proceeded  and  been  decided,"  and  judg- 
ment on  the  original  complaint  had  been  rendered,  it  remained  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Before  this  had  been  done,  and  while 
the  local  officers  were  debating  what  course  to  pursue,  the  contestant 
withdrew  his  dismissal,  and  thus  relieved  them  from  rendering  a  deci- 
sion on  Benjamin's  motion.  There  is  no  question  that  if  the  case  bad 
"proceeded  and  been  decided"  Vandike  would  have  been  in  default,  for 
he  would  not  have  been  "permitted  to  renew  the  contest  on  the  same 
ground."  By  withdrawing  the  dismissal  of  his  contest  the  case  was 
left  in  its  original  status,  to  be  tried  on  its  merits.  Counsel  for  defend- 
ant introduced  his  own  witnesses  and  cross-examined  those  of  the 
plaintiff. 

The  fact  that  the  contestant  filed  a  request  for  the  dismissal  of  contest  will  not 
defeat  his  preference  right  of  entry  thereunder,  where  he  subsequently,  in  good  faitb, 
prosecutes  the  same  to  a  successful  termination.    Moore  r.  Lyon,  (12  L.  D.,  265). 

It  is  not  claimed  that  Yandike's  contest  is  speculative,  or  that  it  was 
brought  for  any  other  purpose  than  to  secure  the  cancellation  of  the 
entry  and  procure  the  preference  right  thereto.  No  adverse  claim 
could  intervene  pending  the  disposition  of  Vandike's  original  affidavit, 
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and  by  allowing  the  case  to  proceed,  BenjaiQin  was  not  denied  any 
right  nor  opportunity  to  establish  his  claim. 
Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 


fre-emption-fenal  proof-payment- adverse  claim. 
Grothjan  v.  Johnson  (On  Review). 

A  contest  between  two  claimants  having  been  decided,  and  the  right  of  one  of  the 
parties  to  perfect  his  preemption  claim,  by  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price 
within  a  speciOed  period,  having  been  recognized,  his  failure  to  make  such  pay- 
ment within  said  time  will  not  subject  his  claim  to  an  intervening  adverse  right, 
where  the  delay  is  satisfactorily  explained,  and  it  appears  that  he  tendered 
payment  with  his  original  submission  of  final  proof. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  January 

18y  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

I  have  before  me  a  motion  for  review  of  departmeutal  decision  of 
October  31, 1895  (anreported),  filed  by  counsel  for  Louise  C.  Grothjan. 

By  said  decision  it  was  determined  that  the  charges  in  the  affidavit 
filed  by  Grothjan  against  the  pre-emption  cash  entry  of  Joseph  L. 
Johnson  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  1,  Tp.  9  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Boise  City,  Idaho, 
land  district,  were  insufficient  to  warrant  the  ordering  of  a  hearing, 
and  affirmed  your  office  decision  declining  to  order  the  same. 

The  motion  for  review  does  not  present  any  question  that  was  not 
considered  in  the  former  decision.  Counsel,  however,  suggests  that  the 
departmental  judgment  is  contrary  to  the  doctrine  announced  in  Crane 
r.  Stone  (10  L.  D.,  216).  To  show  the  distinction  between  that  case 
and  the  one  at  bar,  it  is  necessary  to  state  herein  the  facts  as  they 
appear  in  the  record  before  me. 

By  departmental  decision  of  March  31,  1892,  your  office  decision 
rejecting  Grothjan's  final  proof  and  accepting  that  of  Johnson  was 
affirmed.  A  motion  for  review  was  overruled  (16  L.  D.,  195),  and  a  writ 
of  certiorari  denied  February  21, 1893  (16  L.  D.,  180). 

With  the  promulgation  of  the  last  decision  the  local  officers  "were 
directed  to  issue  final  papers  to  Johnson,  ^  upon  payment  of  the  required 
purchase  money  within  sixty  days  from  notice.' "  The  sixty  days  within 
which  he  was  required  to  make  the  payment  expired  January  29, 1894. 
On  the  next  day  Grothjan  filed  an  application  to  make  homestead  entry 
of  the  tract,  which  was  rejected  because  of  Johnson's  pre-emption 
claim  on  which  final  proof  had  been  made  and  allowed.  She  also  filed 
an  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  his  failure  to  make  the  payment  as 
required  by  the  order,  and  some  other  allegations  not  material  to  this 
discussion.  Notice  was  not  issued,  but  the  case  was  forwarded  to  your 
office.  On  February  3, 1894,  Johnson  tendered  the  purchase  money, 
but  it  was  rejected,  for  the  reasons  that  it  was  not  tendered  within 
sixty  days  as  ordered;  that  the  papers  had  been  forwarded  to  your 
office;  and  because  of  the  intervening  contest. 
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Tour  office,  by  letter  of  June  23, 1894,  decliDed  to  order  a  hearing  on 
the  grounds  alleged,  and  the  Department  affirmed  the  judgment,  hold- 
ing that  his  failure  to  make  payment  within  the  time  limited  was  a 
question  between  the  entryman  and  the  government,  and  that  the 
explanation  of  his  failure  was  satisfactory  to  the  government. 

As  stated  before,  this  matter  was  considered  in  all  its  phases  when 
the  case  was  originally  decided,  but  the  question  was  not  elaborated 
in  the  opinion  as  much  as  it  might  have  been.  The  Department  was 
not  unmindful  of  the  provisions  of  section  2264  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, which,  after  fixing  the  time  within  which  a  pre-emption  claimant 
shall  file  his  declaratory  statement,  and  shall  make  final  proof  and 
payment,  further  provides  that: 

If  he  fails  to  Hie  such  written  statement;  or  to  make  snch  affidavit,  proof  and  pay- 
ment, within  the  several  periods  named,  the  tract  of  land  so  settled  and  improved 
shall  be  subject  to  the  entry  of  any  other  parchaser. 

But  it  appears  irom  affidavits  in  the  record  that  at  the  time  Johnson 
made  his  final  proof  originally,  he  tendered  payment  for  the  land,  which 
was  refused  because  of  the  pending  protest.  It  is  considered  that  this 
tender  was  sufficient  in  itself  to  i)rotect  his  right,  if  renewed  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  final  decision,  regardless  of  any  order  made  by 
your  office,  and  it  was  determined  that  the  time  within  which  the  second 
tender  was  made  was  not  unreasonable. 

This  position  is  supported  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in 
Lytle  V.  The  State  of  Arkansas  (9  How.,  314).  In  that  case  Cloyes 
made  final  proof  and  tendered  payment,  which  was  refused.  The  court 
said: 

It  is  a  well-established  principle,  that  where  an  individual  in  the  proseontion  of  a 
right  does  every  thing  which  the  law  requires  him  to  do,  and  he  fails  to  attain  his 
right  by  the  misconduct  or  neglect  of  a  public  officer,  the  law  will  protect  him.  In 
this  case,  the  pre-emptive  right  of  Cloyes  having  been  proved,  and  an  ofler  to  pay 
the  money  for  the  land  claimed  by  him,  under  the  act  of  1830,  nothing  more  could  be 
done  by  him,  and  nothing  more  could  be  required  of  him  under  that  act.  And  sub- 
sequently, when  he  paid  the  money  to  the  receiver,  under  subsequent  acts,  the  sur- 
veys being  returned,  he  could  do  nothing  more  than  offer  to  enter  the  fractions,  which 
the  register  would  not  permit  him  to  do.  This  claim  of  pre-emption  stands  before 
us  in  a  light  not  leas  favorable  than  it  would  have  stood  if  Cloyes  or  his  representa- 
tives had  been  permitted  by  the  land  officers  to  do  what,  is  this  respect,  was  offered 
to  be  done. 

The  rejection  by  the  local  officers  of  Johnson's  tender  was  erroneous. 
It  could  not  be  claimed  with  any  degree  of  candor  that,  if  his  tender 
had  been  accepted,  as  it  should  have  been,  any  adverse  right  could  have 
intervened  to  defeat  his  right  to  the  land,  and  having  complied  with 
the  requirements  of  the  law  he  is  virtually  in  the  same  position  as 
though  his  money  had  been  accepted. 

The  case  of  Crane  v.  Stone  is  not  identical  with  the  one  at  bar.  In 
that  case  Stone  made  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  May  23, 1883, 
and  Crane  made  homestead  entry  December  2, 1885.    On  June  5, 1886, 
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more  than  thirty-seven  months  after  filing  his  declaratory  statement, 
Stone  made  application  to  make  final  proof.  Crane  contested,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  not  made  his  final  proof  within  the  statutory 
period — thirty-three  months.  The  Department  decided  that  Stone's 
failure  to  make  proof  and  payment  within  the  time  limited  by  statute 
subjected  his  claim  to  the  intervening  adverse  right  of  Crane.  One  of 
the  excuses  of  Stone  for  not  making  his  proof  earlier  was  that  he  did 
not  have  the  money  to  pay  for  the  land.  The  Department  held  that 
this  could  not  be  interposed  in  the  face  of  an  adverse  claim,  l)ut  it 
might  have  some  weight  if  it  were  simply  a  question  between  the  entry- 
man  and  the  government. 
The  motion  is  therefore  overruled. 


OKLAHOMA  TOWN  LOT— CONFLICrriNG  RIGHTS.  , 

Giles  v.  Jackaed. 

The  right  of  a  town  lot  claimant,  whose  failure  to  maintain  actnal  possession  and 
occupancy  is  due  to  armed  violence,  will  not  be  defeated  by  tbe  intervening  occu- 
pancy of  an  adverse  claimant  who  acquires  title  with  notice  of  the  defect 
therein. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

18,  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  February  1, 1894,  Joseph  A.  Giles  and  Wenzel  Jackard  each  filed 
ai)plieation  before  the  townsite  board,  No.  14,  for  a  deed  to  lots  9  and 
10,  block  20,  Newkirk,  Oklahoma. 

On  Angust  29, 1894,  a  hearing  was  had  before  said  board  to  deter- 
mine the  relative  rights  of  these  parties,  and  on  September  17, 1894, 
said  board  decided  the  contest  and  awarded  deed  to  Jackard. 

From  this  decision  Giles  appealed,  and  on  July  18,  1895,  your  office 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  board  and  awarded  a  deed  for  the  lots  to 
Giles.  From  this  decision  Jackard  appeals,  and  I  have  the  same  now 
before  me. 

Both  parties  appear  to  be  qualified  lot  occupants.  The  townsite 
entry  embracing  the  lots  was  made  January  20, 1894,  and  at  that  time 
Jackard  was  in  possession  of  the  lots,  had  them  enclosed  and  improve- 
ments upon  them  and  is  prima  facie  entitled  to  a  deed  for  them  by 
virtue  of  his  occupancy  at  the  date  of  the  entry.  He  does  not  claim  to 
have  been  the  first  occupant,  but  obtained  possession  of  the  lots,  from 
tme  W.  G.  Pardee,  who  sold  them  to  him  and  made  him  a  quit-claim 
deed  to  them. 

Gile«  claims  to  have  purchased  lot  9  on  September  18, 1893,  from  one 
Terbrick,  who  was  its  first  occupant  after  the  opening,  who  turned  the 
possession  over  to  him,  and  lot  10  he  claims  by  virtue  of  first  occupancy 
and  improvements.  He  seems  to  have  held  and  occupied  the  lots,  from 
September  18, 1893,  to  about  October  1, 1893,  without  any  interruption 
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or  adverse  claim,  and  was  proceeding  with  improvements  upon  them 
when  some  parties  by  the  name  of  Trester,  first  took  possession  of  an 
adjacent  lot  and  then  proceeded  forcibly  to  eject  him  from  these  lots, 
and  to  prevent  any  further  acts  of  improvement. 

The  Tresters  sold  the  lots  to  Pardoe  and  Pardoe  to  Jackard.  The 
evidence  of  threats  and  armed  violence  upon  the  part  of  the  Tresters 
directed  against  Giles,  seems  very  clear.  It  is  apparent  that  Giles  could 
neither  remain  on  the  lots  or  make  improvements  upon  them  without  a 
fight.  It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Smith  et  ah  v.  Coplin  (20  L  D.,  264) 
that  the  right  of  a  town  lot  claimant  is  not  defeated  by  his  failure  to 
maintain  actual  possession  and  occupancy,  where  such  failure  is  due  to 
threats  of  force  and  armed  violence. 

The  real  question  in  this  case  seems  to  be  whether  or  not  Jackard  can 
be  said  to  be  an  innocent  purchaser  without  notice  of  the  character  of 
this  title  and  therefore  entitled  to  a  deed  by  virtue  of  his  occupancy 
and  improvements. 

Your  office  found,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  he  had  actual  notice  of  the 
defect  in  the  title  under  which  he  claims  and  the  testimony  though 
somewhat  conflicting  seems  to  support  that  conclusion.  The  fact  that 
Pardoe  only  executed  a  quitclaim  deed  was  sufficient  to  put  Jackard 
upon  inquiry  as  to  the  validity  of  his  title. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  approved. 


RAILROAD  L.ANDS— SECTION  5,  ACT  OP  MARCH  8,  1887. 

SKINVIK  r.  LONGSTEEET  ET  AL. 

The  right  of  one  who  purchases  land  from  a  railroad  company  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  to  perfect  title  under  section  5  of  said  act,  is  superior  to 
the  settlement  right  of  anotber  acquired  after  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

18, 1896.  (A.  E.) 

This  is  an  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  May  14,  1895,  rendered 
in  the  above  entitled  cause  after  instructions  contained  in  departmental 
decree,  dated  December  10, 1894.  The  land  involved  in  the  XW.  J  of 
Sec.  25,  Tp.  48  K,  li.  14  W.,  Ashland,  Wisconsin. 

The  decision  of  December  10, 1894,  after  holding  that  the  land  was 
exceptedfromthegrant  to  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha 
Railroad  by  the  grant  of  1856,  returned  the  record  for  a  decision  of  your 
office  on  the  questions  raised  by  the  application  of  one  Bardon  to  pur- 
chase under  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  1887  (24  Stat.,  556,)  the  laud 
claimed  by  Skinvik  and  Longstreet. 

It  is  from  your  office  decision  on  these  questions  that  the  appeal  is 
now  taken. 

The  record  shows  that  on  March  10, 1892,  Allen  M.  Longstreet  applied 
to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land,  while  on  March  23,  1892,  Olaf 
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Skinvik  made  similar  application.  Both  applications  were  rejected 
becaase  the  land  was  included  in  that  certified  to  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin for  the  benefit  of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paal,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha 
Bailroad  Company,  under  the  grant  of  June  3, 1856.  Longstreet  and 
Skinvik  both  appealed. 

On  April  21, 1893,  James  Bardon  filed  an  application  to  purchase  the 
land  under  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887.  After  due 
publication  and  notice  upon  the  homestead  applicants,  Longstreet  and 
Skinvik,  Bardon  made  proof  on  June  13, 1893,  all  parties  being  present. 

Bardon  showed  that  he  had  purchased  the  land  Horn  the  railroad 
company  on  September  1,  1886,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  that 
ke  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  Skinvik  testified  that  he  made 
Im  settlement  on  the  land  in  February,  1802. 

In  your  office  decision  of  May  14, 1895,  it  was  held  that  the  hofne- 
stead  applications  of  Longstreet  and  Skinvik  should  be  rejected,  and 
Bardon  allowed  to  purchase  the  land. 

The  land  in  controversy  was  excepted  from  the  grant  by  a  pre-emi)- 
tion  filing  on  record,  but  being  within  the  primary  limits,  it  was  certi- 
lied  to  the  State  as  earned.  As  the  land  was  not  among  that  advertised 
to  be  opened,  Bardon  can  not  be  held  to  the  ninety  days  limit  within 
which  to  assert  his  claim.  Having  proved  his  purchase  and  that  he  is 
a  citizen,  and  Skinvik  admitting  that  he  (Skinvik]  did  not  settle  until 
February,  1892,  Bardon  comes  clearly  within  the  6th  section  of  the  act 
(»t'lS87  (24  Stat.,  556),  and  Skinvik,  by  reason  of  the  date  of  his  settle- 
ment, is  not  entitled  to  its  provisions. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 


Bbucker  v.  Busohkan. 

Motion  for  rehearing  granted  by  Secretary  Smith,  January  20, 1896. 
See  20  L.  D.,  657,  and  21  L.  D.,  114. 


^WmCONSLS  RATLBOAB  GRAJTrfiKCONFMCTING  MMITS. 

PABISH  MANUFAOTURINa  CO.  V.  PEINCE. 

The  deeisioiiB  of  the  Department  holdiDg  that  lands  within  the  fifteen  mile  indem- 
nity Umitfl  of  the  grant  made  June  8, 1856,  to  aid  in  the  constraction  of  the 
Bayfield  branch  of  the  Chicago,  St.  Panl,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  railroad,  and 
also  within  the  ten  mile  granted  limits  of  the  Wisconsin  Central,  under  the  act 
of  May  5,  1864,  are  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  latter  grant  by  reason 
of  the  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  former,  are  reversed  by  the  ruling  of 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  v.  For- 
■ythe  (159  U.  S.,  46),  and  lands  in  such  status  must  now  be  held  to  have  passed 
nnder  the  latter  grant,  if  tree  from  other  claims  or  rights. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  January 

2(),  1896.  (F.  W.  Vu) 

1  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  Parish  Manufacturing  company 
from  your  office  decision  of  August  11, 1894,  rejecting  its  application  to 
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purchase,  ander  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat, 
556),  the  NW.  J  of  the  SB.  J,  Sec.  35,  T.  48  N.,  R.  4  W.,  Ashland  land 
district,  Wisconsin. 

It  appears  from  the  recitation  contained  in  yonr  office  decision  that 
this  land  is  within  the  fifteen  mile  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  made 
by  the  act  of  June  3, 1856,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Bayfield 
branch  of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Railroad,  but 
it  is  also  within  the  ten  mile  primary  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the 
act  of  May  5, 1864,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Wisconsin  Central 
railroad. 

Following  the  prior  decisions  of  this  Department  it  was  held  that 
this  tract  was  excepted  firom  the  grant  to  the  Wisconsin  Central  Rail- 
road company  by  virtue  of  the  reservation  created  under  the  act  of  June 
3,  1856,  and  not  being  needed  in  satisfaction  of  the  last  mentioned 
grant,  it  was  restored  to  the  public  domain. 

The  Parish  Manufacturing  Company  appears  to  claim  through  John 
H.  Knight,  who  purchased  this  land  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad 
Company,  and  its  application  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  1887  was 
filed  February  3, 1891.  Due  notice  was  given  of  the  company^s  inten- 
tion to  submit  final  proof  on  March  17, 1891,  on  which  date  John  R. 
Prince  appeared  and  protested  against  the  allowance  of  the  application. 

On  the  testimony  submitted,  the  local  officers  rejected  the  application 
to  purchase  because  the  tract  applied  for  was  embraced  in  the  prior 
application  to  purchase  filed  by  John  H.  Knight. 

November  23, 1891,  the  protestant,  John  R.  Prince,  applied  to  enter 
this  tract,  with  adjoining  land,  under  the  homestead  laws,  which  appli- 
cation was  rejected  and  Prince  appealed;  but  it  appears  that  during 
the  pendency  of  the  proceedings  arising  upon  the  application  to  pur- 
chase now  under  consideration,  to  wit,  on  March  18, 1893,  Prince  was 
permitted  to  make  homestead  entry  of  this  land. 

By  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Wisconsin  Cen- 
tral V.  Forsyth  (159  U.  S.,  46),  the  previous  construction  of  this  Depart- 
ment as  to  the  effect  of  the  reservation  under  the  act  of  1856,  upon 
the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  1864  for  the  W^isconsin  Central  Railroad, 
was  reversed,  and  following  the  interpretation  of  the  acts  of  1856  and 
1864,  as  made  in  said  decision,  it  must  be  held  that  the  land  in  ques- 
tion was  a  part  of  that  grant  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Wiscon- 
sin Central  Railroad. 

I  further  learn,  upon  inquiry  at  your  office,  that  this  tract  is  opposite 
constructed  road,  so  that  as  far  as  the  record  now  before  me  shows, 
the  land  in  question  appears  to  have  passed  to  the  Wisconsin  Central 
Railroad  Company,  and  if  this  be  so,  the  purchasers  from  said  com- 
pany are  duly  protected  under  their  purchase  and  no  right  of  purchase 
under  the  act  of  1887  exists. 

There  may  be  other  grounds,  however,  for  holding  this  land  to  have 
been  excepted  from  the  Wisconsin  Central  grant,  and  the  case  is  there- 
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fore  remanded  to  your  office  that  the  rights  of  the  Wisconsin  Central 
Bailioad  company  may  be  adjudicated  under  the  decision  of  the  court 
above  referred  to. 


I^EES-ALLOTMENT  OF  INDIAK  LANDS. 

SANBUBN  AND  EUSSELL. 

The  feee  allowable  to  local  officers  on  Indian  allotments,  nnder  section  4,  act  of 
Febraary  8, 1887,  are  in  the  form  of  a  commission,  and  determined  in  amonnt  by 
the  price  and  area  of  the  land,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  such  fees  can  not  be 
fixed  and  allowed  nntil  after  survey  of  the  allotted  tracts ;  but  it  is  not  essential  to 
the  aUowance  of  such  fees  that  the  allotments  should  have  been  finally  approved. 

S^retary  Smith  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  January 

22, 1896. 

I  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  communication  of  Kovember  11, 
1S95,  and  accompanying  copy  of  letter  from  Archibald  Young,  Esq., 
attorney  for  J.  B.  Sanbum,  late  receiver  and  J.  F.  Bussell,  late  register, 
at  the  Goeur  d'Alene  land  office,  Idaho. 

In  response  thereto  I  transmit  herewith  for  your  guidance  an  opinion 
of  the  Honorable  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  this  Department  to 
vhom  the  matter  was  referred,  dated  13th  ultimo  which  bears  my 
approval. 


Opinion. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Eall  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior ,  December 

13, 1895.  (S.  V.  P.) 

By  the  reference  of  the  Honorable  Acting  Secretary  of  December  3, 
1895, 1  have  before  me  an  application  on  behalf  of  J.  B.  Sanburn,  late 
receiver,  and  J.  F.  Bnssell,  late  register,  at  Goeur  d'Alene,  Idaho,  for 
eoiumissions  on  certain  Indian  allotments  made  during  their  respective 
tenns  of  office  on  the  validity  of  which  you  desire  my  opinion. 

The  questions  on  which  an  opinion  is  requested  are  formulated  by 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  before  whom  said  appli- 
cation came  for  action,  as  follows : 

1.  Can  any  commissions  be  lawfully  and  properly  allowed  to  registers  and  receivers 
on  the  cash  price,  or  estimated  cash  price,  of  lands  embraced  in  Indian  allotments 
before  they  have  been  surveyed  f 

2.  Can  this  office  properly  conclude  that  lands  which  satisfactorily  appear  to  be 
within  the  forty  mile  limit  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  grant  (and  therefore  to 
be  double  minimum  lands),  but  which  have  not  yet  been  surveyed,  or  the  surveys  of 
^liich  have  not  yet  been  approved,  are  actually  double  minimum,  and  allow  com- 
ffiiBsions  for  Indian  allotments  located  thereon  as  such  f 

3.  Can  commissions  be  allowed  to  registers  and  receivers  on  the  cash  price  of  lands 
allotted  to  Indians,  before  the  allotments  have  been  approved? 

4.  In  case  a  supplemental  account  is  stated  allowing  the  late  register  and  receiver 
^tCoeur  d'Alene  commissions  as  of  double  minimum  lands  on  the  allotments  referred 
to,  ahoold  such  commissions  be  computed  on  the  area  allowed  on  the  original  allots 
ot^Dt,  or  on  the  corrected  area  as  approved  to  conform  to  legal  subdivisions f 


36  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE    PUBLIC   LANDS. 

The  claim  made  herein  arises  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  general 
allotment  act  of  February  8, 1887  (24  Stat,  388),  which  makes  the  fol- 
lowing provisions  : 

That  where  any  Indian  not  reaiding  upon  a  reservation,  or  for  whose  tribe  no 
reservation  has  been  provided  by  treaty,  act  of  Congress,  or  executive  order,  shall 
make  settlement  upon  any  surveyed  or  unsurveyed  lands  of  the  United  States  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  he  or  she  shall  be  entitled,  upon  application  to  the  local 
land-office  for  the  district  in  which  the  lands  are  located,  to  have  the  same  allotted 
to  him  or  her,  and  to  his  or  her  children,  in  quantities  and  manner  as  provided  in 
this  act  for  Indians  residing  upon  reservations;  and  when  such  settlement  is  made 
upon  unsurveyed  lands,  the  grant  to  such  Indians  shaU  be  adjusted  upon  the  surrey 
of  the  lands  so  as  to  conform  thereto;  and  patents  shaU  be  issued  to  them  for  such 
lands  in  the  manner  and  with  the  restrictions  as  herein  provided.  And  the  fees  to 
which  the  officers  of  such  local  land-office  would  have  been  entitled  had  such  lands 
been  entered  under  the  general  laws  for  the  disposition  of  the  public  lands  shall  be 
paid  to  them,  from  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  upon  a  statement  of  an  account  in  their  behalf  for  such  fees  by  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  a  certification  of  such  acconiit  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Section  4,  act  of  February  28, 1891  (26  Stat.,  794),  amendatory  of  the 
general  act,  contains  a  similar  provision  with  respect  to  fees. 

It  may  be  properly  a-sked  at  the  outset  what  are  the  "fees''  of  the 
local  officers  when  lands  are  "entered  under  the  general  lawsf  " 

1.  In  the  case  of  homestead  entries  the  law  provides  for  "fees"  and 
"  commissions.''  The  "  fee  "  of  ten  doUars  for  an  entry  of  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres  goes  to  the  government,  and  the  comndssion  of  one 
per  cent,  at  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  to  each  of  tbe 
local  officers,  both  fee  and  commission  payable,  by  the  homesteader,  at 
date  of  application.  On  final  entry,  the  homesteader  pays  a  like 
"  commission,"  but  no  "  fee."  If  the  land  is  double  minimum,  the  com- 
mission is  reckoned  accordingly.  (Sec.  2238,  Revised  Statutes.)  Here 
it  will  be  observed  the  "  commission "  is  the  fee,  and  the  only  one, 
received  by  the  local  officers  for  allowing  the  entry,  the  term  "  com- 
mission" being  apparently  used  to  distinguish  between  the  fee  paid 
to  the  government  and  the  one  paid  to  the  local  officers. 

2.  In  timber-culture  entries  the  law  fixes  the  fees  of  the  local  officers 
at  two  dollars  each,  at  first  and  final  entry,  irrespective  of  the  area 
entered,  or  the  price  of  the  land.  A  government  fee  of  ten  dollars  for 
an  entry  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  is  also  paid  by  the  entryman 
when  the  original  entry  is  allowed.    (Act  of  June  14, 1878, 20  Stat.,  113.) 

3.  In  pre-emption  entries,  and  other  entries  initiated  of  record  by 
declaratory  statement,  a  filing  fee  of  one  dollar  each  to  the  local 
officers,  to  be  paid  by  the  settler,  is  provided  for,  and  one  per  cent 
commission  on  the  purchase  price  is  also  paid  to  said  officers  by  the 
government.    (Sec.  2238,  Bevised  Statutes.) 

4.  In  cash  entries,  one  per  cent  commission  on  the  purchase  price  is 
paid  by  the  government  to  the  local  officers  as  their  fee  therein.  (Sec, 
2238,  Revised  Statutes.) 
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In  certain  States  (including  Idaho),  tbe  local  officers  receive  fifty  per 
centum  on  the  fees  and  commissions,  payable  by  entryman  under  the 
pre-emption  and  homestead  law. 

It  wHl  be  seen  from  the  foregoing,  that  the  "fees"  of  the  local  officers 
as  derived  from  entries  under  the  "general  "laws,  at  the  date  of  the 
allotment  act,  are  of  two  kinds,  one  paid  as  an  arbitrary  fee,  and  the 
other  as  a  commission,  dependent  upon  area  and  price  of  land,  and  that 
when  the  government  pays  the  "fee,"  it  is  always  in  the  form  of  a 
commission. 

It  would  therefore  seem  that  the  fee  allowable  for  allotments  must 
also  be  in  the  same  form,  and  determined  in  amount  by  the  price  and 
area  of  the  land,  as  the  fee  in  this  instance  is  payable  by  the  government. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  fees  allowable  herein  are  in 
the  nature  of  a  commission  to  be  determined  by  the  price  and  area  of 
the  land,  the  first  and  second  questions  must  be  answered  in  the  nega- 
tive. The  official  survey  of  the  land  is  prerequisite  to  a  determination 
of  the  actual  area  of  an  entry,  as  well  as  the  price  of  the  land  as  fixed 
with  respect  to  railroad  limits. 

The  third  question  should  be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  If  the 
lands  have  been  surveyed,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  settlement  of  the 
account  between  the  local  officers  and  the  government  should  be  deferred 
t]iitil  the  allotments  have  been  approved.  The  commissions  allowable 
incases  of  entries  under  the  general  land  laws  are  not, as  I  understand, 
determined  by  the  final  approval  of  such  entries,  but  by  the  transaction 
of  the  business  in  the  local  office. 

The  fourth  question  is,  in  effect,  answered  in  the  response  to  the  first 
and  second.  As  the  commission  can  only  be  known  after  the  lands 
have  been  surveyed,  it  follows  that  the  account  should  be  stated  in 
accordance  with  the  area  of  the  entry  when  adjusted  to  the  survey. 

Approved: 

HOEB  SlOTH, 

8ecreia/ry. 

OTDIAK  I<AKDS~AFPBAISEB£ENT— liOSS  OV IBCFBOTEICENTS* 

Abbam  N.  Mtttowsb. 

Where  Indian  lands  and  the  improyements  theieon  have  been  separately  appraised 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  aot  of  March  2, 1889,  and  the  Indian  has 
accepted  snch  appraisement,  and  been  removed  ftom  the  land,  as  provided  in 
■aid  act,  there  is  no  authority  for  the  sale  of  said  property  for  less  than  the 
whole  araonnt  of  the  appraisement,  even  thoagh  the  improvements  were  sub- 
sequently destroyed. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Oammissianer  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  January 

22, 1896. 

I  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  yonr  letter  of  July  29, 1895,  asking 
instructions  in  the  case  of  Abram  Mittower,  who  applies  to  purchase 
certain  lands  in  the  Bitter  Boot  Valley,  Montana,  patented  to  certain 
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members  of  the  Flathead  baud  of  Indiaus,  ander  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  March  2,  1889,  (25  Stats.  871). 

In  response  thereto  I  transmit  herewith  an  opinion  dated  November 
20,  1895,  from  the  Hon.  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  this  Depart- 
ment who  advises  me  that  the  act  above  referred  to  forbids  the  accept- 
ance of  the  application  or  sale  in  any  case  at  less  than  the  appraised 
value  of  both  the  land  and  the  improvements  but  if  the  lands  without 
the  improvements  is  not  worth  the  appraised  value  of  both  and  cannot 
be  sold  at  that  figure,  the  matter  should  be  reported  to  Congress  with 
appropriate  recommendations. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attorney  General  I  concur. 


Opinion. 

Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  Hall  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior ,  Novem- 
ber 20, 1895.  (E.  B.  W) 

By  your  reference  I  have  before  me  the  letter  of  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office  of  July  29, 1895,  asking  to  be  advised  in 
the  matter  of  the  application  of  Abram  N.  Mittower  to  purchase  the 
8W.  i  NW.  i  and  KW.  J  SW.  i.  Sec.  8,  T.  8  N.,  E.  20  W.,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  2, 1889,  entitled  ^^An 
act  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  lauds  patented  to  certain  members  of 
the  Flathead  band  of  Indians  in  Montana  Territory,  and  for  other 
purposes."    25  Stats.,  871.    This  act  provides: 

Sec.  1.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  with  the  consent  of  the  Indians  eev- 
eraUy,  to  whom  patents  have  been  issued  for  lands  assigned  to  them  in  the  Bitter 
Root  VaUey,  in  Montana  Territory,  under  the  proyisions  of  an  act  of  Congress 
approved  June  fiffch,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy- two,  entitled  "An  act  to  provide 
for  the  removal  of  the  Flathead  and  other  Indians  from  the  Bitter  Root  Valley,  in 
the  Territory  of  Montana/'  or  the  heirs  at  law  of  such  Indians^  be,  and  he  hereby  is, 
authorized  to  cause  to  be  appraised  and  sold,  in  tracts  not  exceeding  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres,  aU  the  lands  allotted  and  patented  to  said  Indians;  said  lands  shall 
be  appraised  as  if  in  a  state  of  nature,  but  the  enhanced  value  thereof,  by  virtue  of 
the  settlement  and  improvement  of  the  surrounding  country,  shall  be  considered  in 
ascertaining  their  value :  Provided,  That  the  improvements  thereon  shall  be  appraised 
separate  and  distinct  from  land.    •    *    * 

Sec.  2 Providedf  That  no  portion  of  said  lands  shaU  be  sold  at  less 

than  the  appraised  value  thereof.    .... 

Sec  3.  That  the  net  proceeds  derived  ftom  the  sale  of  the  lands  herein  authorized 
shaU  be  placed  in  the  Treasury  to  the  credit  of  the  Indians  severally  entitled  thereto, 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby  authorized  to  pay  the  same  in  cash  to 
original  aUotters  and  patentees,  or  the  heirs  at  law  of  such,  or  expend  the  same  for 
their  benefit  in  such  manner  as  he  may  deem  for  their  best  interest. 

Sec.  4.  That  when  a  purchaser  shall  have  made  full  payment  for  a  tract  of  land, 
as  herein  provided,  and  for  the  improvements  thereon,  patent  shall  be  issued  as  in 
case  of  public  lands  under  the  homestead  and  preemption  laws. 

Sec  6.  That  in  the  event  of  the  sale  of  the  lands  herein  authorized  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  remove  the  Indians  whose  lands  shaU  have 
been  sold,  to  the  general  reservation,  known  as  the  Jocko  Reservation,  in  the  Terri- 
tory of  Montana. 
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The  Gommissioner  states  that  on  the  13th  of  March,  1876,  a  patent 
¥88  issued  to  a  Flathead  Indian  named  Peter  Brown  for  the  land 
described  in  this  application.  The  report  of  the  special  agent  appointed 
to  make  the  appraisements  and  procure  the  consent  of  the  Indians 
shows  that  Brown  did  not  accept  the  patent,  and  that  on  or  before  the 
29th  of  January,  1890,  he  consented  in  writing  to  the  appraisement  and 
sale  of  his  land,  and  removal  therefrom,  as  provided  in  the  said  act  of 
Congress.  This  report  also  shows  that  Brown's  improvements  con- 
sisted of  a  cabin,  a  root  house,  a  stable,  and  two  miles  of  fencing,  the 
latter  out  of  repair;  that  the  appraisement  was  made  on  or  before  the 
md  29th  of  January,  1890;  that  the  land,  exclusive  of  the  improve- 
ments, was  appraised  at  $11  per  acre,  aggregating  $880,  and  the 
improvements  separately  at  $440.  A  copy  of  a  telegraphic  report  made 
by  this  special  agent  on  the  19th  of  October,  1891,  which  the  Indian 
Division  has  furnished  me  for  my  information,  shows  that  he  had  on  or 
before  that  date  ^'  delivered  the  entire  Flathead  band  "  at  the  agency 
in  Montana. 

On  the  5th  of  March,  1895,  the  applicant,  Abram  N.  Mittower,  filed 
an  application  to  purchase  the  land,  and  submitted  proof  that  since 
the  appraisement  the  cabin  and  stable  had  been  destroyed  by  fire,  and 
the  root  house  and  fence  blown  down  and  rotted  so  as  to  be  of  no  value 
whatever.  He  tenders  the  appraised  value  of  the  land,  exclusive  of  the 
improvements,  and  demands  patent.  The  Commissioner  states  that  he 
knows  of  no  authority  to  exclude  the  value  of  the  improvements,  and 
asks  for  advice.  The  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  to  whom  the  mat- 
ter has  been  referred,  holds,  in  a  letter  dated  August  27, 1895,  that  the 
improvements  being  destroyed,  the  land  may  be  sold  for  its  appraised 
value,  exclusive  of  the  value  of  the  improvements,  and  recommends 
acceptance  of  the  application. 

The  proviso  in  the  second  section  of  the  act  expressly  forbids  sale  of 
any  portion  of  this  land  at  less  than  its  appraised  value.  Unquestion- 
ably this  naeans  the  appraised  values  of  both  the  land  and  the  improve- 
ments. This  is  the  more  evident  because  it  is  not  entirely  a  matter 
between  the  applicant  and  the  government.  The  Indian  has  rights  in 
the  case  which  cannot  be  overlooked.  He  is  conceded  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  land,  and  the  improvements  were  also  his,  as  absolutely  so  as 
tiie  soil.  He  had  made  them,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  by  his  own  labor, 
or  with  his  own  money,  and  they  were  not  only  his  in  fact,  but  in  law 
they  were  a  part  of  the  land.  By  procuring  his  acceptance  of  the 
appraisements,  his  consent  to  the  sale  of  the  land,  and  by  taking 
possession  of  the  premises  and  removing  him  therefrom  prior  to  the 
destruction  of  the  improvements,  the  government  became  trustee  to 
leU  the  property  for  his  benefit,  and  responsible  to  him  for  its  total 
appraised  value. 

Evidently,  the  reason  for  appraising  the  land  and  the  improvements 
separately  was  to  ascertain  and  fix  the  true  value  of  both,  considered 
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as  one  property,  and  not  to  provide  for  their  sale  separately,  or  at  less 
tban  the  appraised  value  of  both.  By  the  special  agent's  appraisement 
of  both,  and  the  Indian's  acceptance  thereof,  the  price  which  he  was  to 
receive  for  the  whole  property,  and  at  which  the  government  as  trustee 
was  authorized  to  sell  it,  was  determined  and  agreed  on.  The  moment 
the  Indian  accepted  the  appraisement,  consented  to  the  sale,  and  was 
removed  from  the  premises  by  the  government,  his  right  to  compen- 
sation at  the  total  appraised  value  when  sale  was  made  became  fixed 
and  binding,  and  he  cannot  be  made  to  suffer  any  loss  because  of  the 
subsequent  destruction  of  the  improvements.  But  if  the  offer  of  the 
applicant  is  accepted,  how  will  the  Secretary  make  good  the  $440 
for  the  improvements!  Obviously  Congress  would  have  to  provide 
the  way.  But  if  the  land  without  the  improvements  is  not  worth  the 
appraised  value  of  both,  or  cannot  be  sold  at  that  figure,  I  would  ad- 
vise that  the  matter  be  reported  to  Congress,  with  appropriate  recom- 
mendations. 

In  my  judgment  the  act  forbids  the  acceptance  of  the  application^ 
or  sale  in  any  case  at  less  than  the  appraised  value  of  both  the  land 
and  the  improvements. 

Approved : 

Hoke  Smith, 

Secretary, 

siox7x  half  breed  scrip— bt7plicate  issux. 

Seymour  Labathe. 

The  Department  has  authority  to  issae  duplicate  Sioux  half  breed  8orip«  hi  lien  of 
Bcrip  loBt  or  destroyed. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs j  January  23y  1696. 

I  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  communication  of  November  18, 
1895,  relative  to  the  application  of  Seymour  Labathe  for  the  issuance 
of  duplicate  certificates  of  Sioux  Half-Breed  scrip,  under  the  Act  of 
July  17, 1854. 

In  respouse  thereto,  I  transmit  herewith  for  your  guidance  an  opin- 
ion of  the  Honorable  Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  for  this  Department, 
dated  November  26, 1895,  in  which  I  concur,  wherein  I  am  advised  that 
the  Department  has  authority  to  issue  a  duplicate  or  copy  certificate 
of  scrip  for  lost  or  destroyed  scrip  issued  under  said  act,  and  should 
do  so  in  a  proper  case  made. 

Opinion. 

Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  Hall  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior j  Ifovem- 

ber  26^  1895. 

I  have,  by  your  reference  of  the  21st  instant,  the  application  of  Sey- 
mour Labathe  for  the  issuance  to  him  of  duplicate  or  copy  certificate 
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of  scrip  as  a  mixed  blood  Sioux  Indian,  and  upon  the  question  of  the 
authority  of  the  Department  to  issue  such  duplicate  or  copy  you  ask 
for  my  opinion. 

It  appears  from  the  papers  submitted  to  me  that  Seymour  Labathe 
was  a  minor  at  the  date  of  the  act  which  authorized  the  issuance  of 
snch  certificate  or  scrip,  and  for  some  time  thereafter.  That  scrip  was 
issued  in  his  name,  No.  340,  letters  A,  B,  0,  D  and  E,  aggregating  four 
hundred  and  eighty  acres  of  land,  and  delivered  to  his  father,  Francis 
Labathe.  Letters  A,  B  and  D  were  located  and  satisfied  upon  lands 
a^sgregating  two  hundred  and  forty  acres. 

The  applicant  supports  his  application  by  proof  that  the  scrip  repre- 
sented by  letters  G  and  E  never  came  into  his  hands;  that  the  same 
have  never  been  transferred  by  him,  and  that  no  one  has  located  the 
same  for  him.  He  makes  application  for  the  issuance  of  duplicates  or 
copies  of  letters  0  and  E. 

I  have  read  carefully  the  communication  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Indian  Affairs  touching  this  application.  He  bases  his  recommendation 
adverse  to  applicant  upon  the  action  of  the  Department  taken  in  1873 
in  reference  to  issuing  duplicate  certificate  for  Sioux  half  breed  scrip. 

I  have  carefully  examined  the  letter  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Laud  Office  to  the  then  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  action  of 
the  Secretary  thereon.  I  do  not  agree  with  the  position  taken  by  the 
then  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  that  there  is  a  want  of 
authority  in  the  Department  to  issue  duplicate  or  copy  certificates  of 
scrip  on  a  proper  case  made  for  such  issuance.  Such  power  is  inherent 
in  the  Department,  and  the  exercise  of  it  is  necessary  in  order  to  fulfill 
the  obligation  of  the  government  to  these  Indians. 

The  act  of  Congress  approved  July  17, 1854,  provided  that  each  Sioux 
Indian  of  the  mixed  blood  or  half  breed  should  upon  a  relinquishment 
of  his  interest  in  the  reservation  receive  four  hundred  and  eighty  acres 
of  land,  and  authority  was  therein  given  to  issue  scrip  to  each  qf  said 
Indians  as  authority  for  locating  the  quantity  of  land  guaranteed  to  him 
by  the  United  States. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  charged  with  the  execution  of  that 
law,  and  with  seeing  to  it  that  each  Indian  entitled  to  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  July  17, 1854,  supra^  should  receive  the  quantity  of  land 
thus  given  to  him  in  exchange  for  his  interest  in  the  reservation. 

If  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  satisfied  that  any  Indian  has  not 
received  the  full  amount  of  land  to  which  he  is  entitied.  it  would  be 
his  duty  to  take  pr(^>er  steps  to  enable  such  Indian  to  obtain  the  same. 
If  it  be  true  that  letters  C  and  E  have  never  been  located,  and  that 
they  are  lost  or  destroyed,  it  would  seem  that  the  Department  is  lack* 
ing  in  the  full  performance  of  its  duty  when  it  refuses  to  issue  dupli- 
cate or  copy  scrip,  that  this  Indian  may  have  the  quantity  of  laud 
guaranteed  to  him  by  Congress.  The  case  would  stand  thus:  The 
United  States  government  has  the  Indian's  relinquishment  of  his 
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interest  in  the  reservation.  It  promised  to  give  him  four  hundred  and 
eighty  acres  of  land  for  that  interest,  and  it  has  enabled  him  to  acquire 
two  hundred  and  forty  acres,  but  refuses  to  aid  him  in  obtaining  the 
balance  due  him,  simply  because  there  cannot  be  found  any  act  of 
Congress  expressly  directing  that  duplicate  or  copy  scrip  may  be 
issued. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  Department  should  put  itself  in  such  atti- 
tude toward  this  Indian,  but  that  he  should  receive  as  speedily  as 
possible  the  full  benefits  of  the  act  of  Oongress  of  July  17, 1854,  supra. 
There  could  not  possibly  be  any  injury  to  the  government  resulting 
from  this  course.  The  act  of  Oongress  above  cited  expressly  prohibits 
the  transfer  of  this  scrip,  and  if  any  person  other  than  the  applicant 
should  be  in  possession  of  this  scrip  he  could  never  use  it  for  the  par- 
pose  of  locating  land,  unless  the  location  is  made  in  the  name  of  the 
Indian,  and  the  application  for  patent  would  be  made  in  his  name.  If 
the  duplicate  or  copy  scrip  should  be  located  and  a  patent  issued 
thereon,  and  the  original  should  afterwards  turn  up  in  the  hands  ef 
some  one  who  professes  to  locate  it  for  the  Indian,  the  second  location 
would  be  rejected  and  patent  refused.  The  Department  decided  just 
such  a  case  in  ex  parte  Bourke,  12  L.  D.,  105. 

I  therefore  advise  that  the  Department  has  authority  to  issue  a 
duplicate  or  copy  certificate  of  scrip  for  lost  or  destroyed  scrip  issued 
under  said  act,  and  should  do  so  in  a  proper  case  made. 

Approved: 

Hoke  Smith,  Secretary. 


sioux  half  brkeb  schip-bttpucaxb  ibsttb. 

Ghablbs  D.  Mousso. 

The  ftot  of  July  17, 1854,  authorized  the  Issaauce  of  scrip  to  the  Sioax  half  breedB 
in  payment  for  their  interest  in  the  reservatioD  purchased  by  the  government^ 
on  due  relinquishment  of  such  interest,  and  where  it  appears  that  suoh  scrip 
was  procured  on  a  forged  power  of  attorney,  and  relinquishment  of  like  ohar- 
aoter,  and  was  afterwards  located  and  the  entry  carried  to  patent  all  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  rightful  claimant,  and  that  he  has  in  fact  received 
no  benetit  therefrom,  nor  executed  the  requisite  relinquishment,  the  right  of 
said  half  breed  to  receive  new,  or  copy  scrip  should  be  recognized,  and  his 
relinquishment  secured. 

The  cancellation  of  the  patent  procured  on  the  scrip  secured  through  the  fraudu- 
lent power  of  attorney  and  relinquishment  is  a  matter  that  must  be  determined 
as  between  the  United  States  and  the  person  procuring  such  patent  and  thoeo 
holding  thereunder. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affair Sj  January  23 j  1896. 

The  matter  of  the  claim  of  Charles  D.  Mousso  for  the  isvsue  of  certain 
Sioux  half-breed  scrip  has  been  resubmitted  to  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  for  this  Department,  and  has  been  re-examined  by  him. 
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When  the  matter  was  first  under  consideration  it  was  concluded  that 
it  was  at  least  doubtful  if  this  Department  had  authority  to  accept 
Moasso-s  relinquishment  then  tendered,  and  issue  him  scrip  according 
to  his  petition,  and  in  view  of  this  doubt  it  was  decided  to  deny  the 
[)etition.  It  was  further  held  that  the  proper  plan  of  procedure  was  to 
iiistitate  suit  to  set  aside  the  patent  which  had  been  issued  in  his  name, 
and  the  papers  in  the  case,  with  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  were  submitted  to  the  Department  of  Justice,  with  the  request 
that  suit  be  instituted  in  the  proper  court  to  cancel  said  patent. 

The  matter  was  again  submitted  to  this  Department  by  the  Honor- 
able Attorney  General,  together  with  certain  letters  of  the  United 
States  district  attorney  for  Nevada,  with  a  request  for  an  expression 
of  the  opinion  of  this  Department  as  to  whether  the  case  should  be 
prosecuted.  When  these  pai>er8  were  submitted  to  the  Assistant 
Attorney  General  for  this  Deptvrtment  he,  upon  a  re-examination  of 
the  whole  matter,  rendered  an  opinion  still  holding  that  the  suit  should 
be  prosecuted,  but  upon  the  other  point  as  to  the  right  of  Mousso  to 
have  scrip  issued  to  him,  he  arrived  at  a  difl'erent  conclusion,  holding 
that  this  Department  has  the  authority  to  issue  him  new  or  copy  scrip, 
and  that  it  would  be  its  duly  to  do  so.  I  have  approved  this  opinion 
and  transmit  the  same  herewith. 

The  petition  of  Mousso  for  scrip  will  be  granted,  and  you  will  take 
8Qch  steps  as  may  be  necessary  in  connection  therewith,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  views  expressed  in  said  opinion. 

The  pax>er8  in  the  ease  have  been  returned  to  the  Department  of 
Justice,  to  be  used  in  connection  with  the  suit  to  oancel  the  patent 
heretofore  issued. 


Opinion. 

Attamejf  Oeneral  Hall  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior j  Novem- 
ber 26 J 1895. 

On  June  30, 1893, 1  furnished  you  an  opinion  sdvising  that  suit  be 
instituted  to  cancel  a  patent  which  had  been  issued  to  Charles  Musso, 
a  half-breed  Sioux  Indian.  Acting  upon  this  opinion,  you  requested 
the  Attorney-General  to  institute  suit  for  that  purpose.  After  some 
correspondence  with  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  district  of 
Nevada,  th^  Honorable  Attorney-General,  on  May  18, 1895,  submitted 
the  letters  of  the  district  attorney  to  you,  and  requested  an  expression 
of  opinion  by  your  office  as  to  whether  the  case  should  be  prosecuted. 

On  the  19th  instant  you  submitted  to  me  this  correspondence,  with 
request  ^'for  an  opinion  as  to  whether  said  case  should  be  prosecuted.'' 

I  have  re-examined  all  the  papers  relating  to  the  matter,  and  I 
adhere  to  my  former  opinion,  that  the  case  should  be  prosecuted,  for 
it  is  very  clear  that  one  Chapman,  claiming  to  act  as  attorney  in  fact 
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for  Mu8so  without  Musso's  authority  or  consent,  obtained  x>osses8ion 
of  the  scrip  issued  in  the  name  of  Mnsso,  and  caused  patent  to  be 
issued  accordingly. 

Chapman  claimed  to  act  under  a  power  of  attorney,  which  he  says 
was  made  to  him  by  a  person  claiming  to  be  Charles  Musso,  and 
entitled  to  Sioux  half-breed  scrip,  but  the  papers  before  me  show  con- 
clusively that  Charles  Musso  never  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to 
Chapman,  or  anyone  else,  and  that  he  never  had  possession  or  control 
*  of  the  scrip  issued  in  his  name. 

Whether  such  sales  and  transfers  of  the  property  have  been  made 
since  the  issuance  of  patent  that  would  defeat  a  recovery,  I  am  unable 
to  determine.  This  can  best  be  determined  by  the  Attorney-General 
on  information  that  he  may  derive  from  the  United  States  district 
attorney,  or,  perhaps,  can  not  be  satisfactorily  determined  until  a  suit 
is  instituted  and  tried.  Certain  it  is  that  unless  some  such  obstacle  is 
in  the  way,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  a  suit  may  not  be  successfully 
prosecuted. 

I  have  read  very  carefully  the  communication  of  the  Honorable  Com- 
missioner of  Indian  Affairs  upon  this  subject.  He  is  of  the  opinion  that 
Musso  has  been  guilty  of  such  laches  as  would  defeat  a  successfol 
prosecution  of  the  case.  I  do  not  take  this  view  of  the  question.  In 
the  first  place,  the  case  will  not  be  prosecuted  on  behalf  of  Musso  or 
in  his  name  but  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  and  I  am  unable  to 
see  how  Mnsso's  laches,  if  such  be  attributable  to  him,  could  defeat  the 
action  of  the  government  in  setting  aside  a  patent  to  a  fraudulent 
location. 

Judging  from  the  papers  submitted  to  me  I  do  not  believe  that  Musso 
has  been  guilty  of  laches  such  as  would  forfeit  any  rights  he  might 
have  against  the  United  States.  The  census  roll  of  the  Sioux  half- 
breeds  and  mixed  bloods  was  made  up  and  reported  to  the  Indian 
Office  on  February  9, 1856,  pursuant  to  the  act  of  Congress  approved 
July  17, 1854.  This  roll  contained  the  name  of  Charles  Musso  as  No. 
290,  and  in  his  name  five  pieces  of  scrip,  No.  301  A,  B,  C,  D  and  £  were 
issued,  for  four  hundred  and  eighty  acres  of  land  in  the  aggregate. 
This  scrip  was  taken  possession  of  by  the  special  commissioner  of  the 
government,  whose  duty  it  was  to  secure  deeds  of  relinquishment  from 
the  Indians  and  deliver  to  them  their  scrip.  These  certificates  were 
not  delivered  by  such  special  commissioner,  but,  together  with  other 
pieces  of  scrip,  were  returned  by  him  to  the  Indian  Office.  On  Decem- 
ber 10, 1860,  this  scrip,  together  with  others,  which  had  not  been  for- 
merly delivered,  were  sent  to  the  superintendent  of  Indian  Affairs  at 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  with  instructions  to  give  public  notice  that  he  held 
the  same  for  delivery,  etc.  On  January  1, 1864,  this  scrip  l^o.  301  was 
reported  as  delivered.  It  was  delivered  to  one  W.  S.  Chapman,  who 
claimed  to  be  the  attorney  in  fact  of  Charles  Musso,  upon  a  paper  pur- 
porting to  be  a  power  of  attorney  executed  by  Musso  on  July  9, 1863, 
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in  Hennepiu  county,  Minnesota.  Chapman,  claiming  to  act  as  attorney 
Id  fact  for  Musso,  and  by  virtue  of  a  so-called  pow^r  of  attorney,  exe- 
cuted a  relinquishment  of  Musso's  interest  in  the  reservation  to  the 
United  States.  On  March  1,  1864,  the  scrip  was  located  at  Carson 
City,  Nevada,  upon  lands  in  that  district,  by  Chapman,  claiming  to  act 
as  attorney  in  fact  for  Musso.  Patents  for  the  lands  covered  by  these 
locations  were  issued  in  1864  and  in  IM. 

Thus  the  matter  stood  until  1892,  when  Charles  Musso  tendered  a 
formal  relinquishment  of  his  interest  in  said  reservation,  and  asked  for 
certificates  of  scrip  for  four  hundred  and  eighty  acres  of  land  in 
exchange  therefor. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Charles  Musso  who  presents  this  application 
is  the  identical  and  only  Charles  Musso  who  is  entitled  to  half-breed 
Sioox  scrip,  as  appears  from  the  census  roll  reported  February  9, 1856. 
The  record  shows  that  in  June,  1855,  Charles  Musso  left  the  State  of 
3fiQnesota  and  did  not  return  until  1885.  He  left  Minnesota  prior  to 
the  making  up  of  the  census  roll  of  the  half  breed  Sioux  Indians.  On 
the  census  roll  his  nanie  is  given  as  '^Charles  Musso,"  while  his  correct 
name  is  Charles  B.  Mousso.  This  indicates  very  clearly  that  his  name 
was  reported  to  the  commissioner  by  other  Indians.  That  he  was 
entitled  to  go  on  the  census  roll,  there  is  no  question,  and  I  merely 
refer  to  this  fact  to  show  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  he  was  cognizant 
whether  a  roll  was  ever  made  up.  He  accounts  for  himself  from  June, 
1835,  untU  March,  1885,  showing  that  he  was  in  the  South  up  to  the 
outbreak  of  the  civil  war  in  1861,  when  he  entered  the  Confederate 
army.  He  served  in  the  Confederate  army  until  the  close  of  the  war, 
and  then  located  at  Demopolis,  Alabama,  where  he  remained  until  he 
returned  to  Minnesota  in  1885.  He  states,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  contradict  him,  that  he  first  heard  of  his  right  to  lands  on 
his  return  to  Minnesota  in  1885;  that  he  inquired  into  the  matter  and 
foand  that  his  name  was  on  the  census  roll  and  that  he  was  entitled  to 
foor  hundred  and  eighty  acres  of  land.  He  at  once  took  steps  to  have 
his  claim  presented  to  the  government  for  the  lands  to  which  he  was 
entitled,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  1854. 

These  facts  seem  not  to  be  controverted  by  any  evidence  whatever 
in  the  record.  And,  if  they  be  true,  he  certainly  will  be  acquitted  of 
the  charge  of  laches  in  this  matter. 

In  the  opinion  which  I  submitted  to  you  on  Juno  30, 1893,  after  stat- 
ing that  the  scrip  had  been  located  in  the  name  of  ^^ Musso"  and 
patent  also  issued  in  his  name,  which  is  still  outstanding,  I  expressed 
doubt  as  to  the  authority  of  the  Department  to  issue  new  or  copy  scrip 
until  that  patent  has  been  duly  canceled  upon  judicial  decree,  or  until 
Congress  should  have  authorized  the  issuance  of  other  scrip. 

But  after  more  mature  deliberation  upon  this  subject  I  have  reached 
the  conclusion  that  the  Department  has  the  authority  to  issue  to 
Moosso  new  or  copy  scrip,  and  that  it  would  be  its  duty  to  do  so. 
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Moasso  is  a  Sioax  Indian  of  the  mixed  blood  and  was  an  owner,  in 
common  with  other  Indians  of  his  tribe,  of  the  reservation  purchased 
by  the  government  from  that  tribe,  for  which  parchase  the  United 
States  obligated  itself  to  give  to  each  of  the  Indians  four  hundred  and 
eighty  acres  of  land.  The  act  of  Congress  of  July  17,  1854,  supra^ 
which  authorized  such  payment  for  the  reservation  so  purchased, 
required  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  execute  its  provisions.  The 
act  of  Congress  authorized  the  issuance  of  scrip  to  each  Indian  show- 
ing the  quantity  of  land  he  was  entitled  to  receive  from  the  United 
States,  and  expressly  prohibited  the  assignment  of  such  scrip. 

Mousso,  it  appears  from  the  records,  never  relinquished  his  interest 
in  said  reservation  to  the  United  States,  and  never  received  scrip,  that 
he  might  locate  the  amount  of  land  given  him  by  the  act  of  Congress, 
nor  has  he  received  any  benefit  therefrom.  The  government  is  in  pos- 
session of  the  reservation  in  which  he  had  an  interest,  and  delivered  the 
scrip  to  which  he  was  entitled  to  a  person  who  had  no  authority  to 
receive  it  for  him.  The  obligation  of  the  government  to  this  Indian  is 
to  convey  to  him  four  hundred  and  eighty  acres  of  land.  The  govern- 
ment cannot  avoid  a  divscharge  of  this  obligation  by  setting  up  the  fact 
that  another  i>erson  had  obtained  from  the  government  agent  the  scrip 
to  which  Mousso  was  entitled,  located  the  land  in  his  name,  and  pro- 
cured a  patent  to  issue  for  the  same.  He  is  not  responsible  for  the  act 
of  the  government  agent  who  delivered  the  scrip  on  the  forged  power  of 
attorney,  nor  is  he  at  fault  that  such  person  acting  on  the  forged  power 
of  attorney  located  land  in  his  name  and  obtained  patent  therefor. 
This  is  a  matter  between  the  government  and  the  person  who  thus  made 
the  location  and  obtained  the  patent.  It  would  be,  in  my  opinion,  injus- 
tice to  Mousso  to  say  in  reply  to  his  application:  the  government  has 
disposed  of  the  lands  to  which  you  are  entitled,  to  another  person,  who 
assumed  to  act  for  you,  and  although  it  is  now  clear  that  he  had  no  such 
authority,  yet  you  must  be  delayed  in  receiving  the  lands  to  which  yon 
are  entitled  until  the  government  can  institute  suit  to  cancel  that  pat- 
ent, and  your  right  to  get  land  at  all  must  depend  upon  the  successful 
termination  of  that  suit. 

In  my  opinion,  new  scrip,  or  a  copy  of  the  old  scrip,  should  be  issued 
to  Mousso,  and  he  be  permitted  to  locate  four  hundred  and  eighty  acres 
of  land,  as  the  law  provides,  upon  his  filing  relinquishment  in  due  form 
of  his  interest  in  the  reservation.  The  question  of  the  cancellation  of 
the  patent  should  be  left  a  matter  entirely  between  the  United  States 
arid  the  person  who  obtained  it^  and  those  holding  under  him* 

Approved : 

Hoke  Smith, 

Secretary, 
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OKLAHOMA  liANDS-SETTLEMENT  BIOHT-BOirNDABT  OV  TEBBITOBX. 

HUBD  V.  RATTS. 

On  a  charge  that  an  entryman  entered  the  Territory  in  advance  of  the  honr  fixed 
therefor  it  is  incnmbent  upon  the  oontestAnt  to  show  such  fact  by  a  clear  pre- 
ponderance of  the  testimony. 

In  the  case  of  a  non-nayigable  stream  fixed  as  the  boundary  of  a  State,  the  middle 
of  sach  stream,  as  reckoned  from  its  natural  standing  banks,  is  the  actual  bound- 
ary line. 

Secretary  Bmith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  January 

21, 1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

April  26, 1889,  Oliver  N.  Eatts  made  soldier's  homestead  entry  No. 
184,  Kingfisher  series,  for  S.  i  NW.  J  and  lots  3  and  4,  Sec.  3,  T.  11  K, 
B.  4  W.,  Oklahoma. 

April  20, 1891,  two  years  thereafter,  Kova-zembla  Hurd  filed  his  afiQ- 
davit  of  contest,  alleging  that  Eatts  did  enter  on  and  occupy  a  part  of 
the  lands  declared  open  to  entry  and  settlement  by  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889,  and  the  President's  proclamation  of  March  23, 1889,  after  March 
2, 1889,  and  before  noon  of  April  22, 1889. 

A  hearing  was  had  before  the  register  and  receiver,  and  on  June  9, 
1892,  they  rendered  a  decision  finding  that  Eatts  had  entered  the  terri- 
tory during  the  prohibited  period  and  recommending  the  cancellation  of 
his  entry. 

On  July  2, 1892,  Eatts  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  said  decision  and 
on  January  21, 1893,  the  register  and  receiver,  on  review,  reversed  their 
former  decision  and  recommended  that  the  contest  be  dismissed. 

On  February  6, 1893,  Hurd  apx>ealed  firom  this  decision. 

On  June  5, 1893,  your  office  passed  upon  said  appeal,  affirming  the 
finding  of  the  local  officers  and  dismissing  the  contest. 

On  June  21,  Hurd  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  said  decision. 

On  October  26, 1893,  your  office  considered  said  motion,  reviewed  its 
former  decision,  reversed  the  same,  and  held  Eatts'  homestead  entry  for 
eancellation. 

From  this  decision  Eatts  appealed,  and  on  May  18, 1895,  said  appeal 
was  passed  upon  here  and  your  office  decision  affirmed.  In  due  time 
Batts  moved  for  a  review  of  said  last  named  departmental  decision, 
which  motion  was  allowed  and  I  have  the  same  now  before  me. 

This  summarized  history  of  the  case  up  to  the  present  time,  indicates 
a  case  of  doubt  and  difficulty.  An  examination  of  the  record,  discloses 
a  mass  of  testimony  somewhat  conflicting  and  not  easy  to  be  reconciled. 
An  examination  of  the  decisions  complained  of  shows  that  the  ques* 
tions  of  law  dealt  with  are  such  as  have  elicited  conflicting  decisions 
from  the  courts.  The  case,  therefore,  demands  patient  and  careful 
review. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  charge  against  the  defendant  is  that  he 
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was  a  "  sooner."  The  settlement  of  the  question  involves :  first,  a  care- 
tal  analysis  of  the  testimony  and  next  the  interpretation  of  such 
questions  of  law  as  are  made  applicable  by  the  peculiar  state  of  fiEic'ts. 
In  this,  as  in  most  cases,  the  facts  must  control  the  case.  In  order 
tliat  nothing  of  significance  in  the  body  of  evidence  may  escape  due 
consideration,  the  facts  deemed  pertinent  to  the  different  phases  of 
the  ease  have  been  grouped  with  ift  view  to  their  more  convenient  and 
intelligible  application.  The  contention  of  contestant  is,  that  Batts 
entered  the  territory  a  short  time  before  noon  on  the  day  of  the  opening 
and  is,  for  that  reason,  disqualified.  In  order  to  sustain  his  contention 
testimony  was  offered  tending  to  show  the  time  of  the  start  from  the 
south  bank  of  the  South  Canadian  river;  the  time  at  which  certain 
points  on  the  way  were  passed;  and  the  time  of  Eatts'  arrival  at  the 
land. 

He  entered  the  territory  from  the  south  side  of  the  South  Canadian 
river,  which  river  was  the  southern  boundary  of  the  territory  opened  to' 
settlement  and  entry  on  April  22, 1889,  near  the  upper  Barrows  Cross- 
ing. The  start  was  made  from  a  sand  bar,  or  island,  in  the  river  bed. 
From  this  point  Batts  rode  one  horse  and  led  another,  traveling  slightly 
west  of  due  north,  to  the  North  Fork  of  the  Canadian  river,  ten  miles. 
There  he  hitched  his  horse,  disrobed,  crossed  the  stream  by  means  of 
fallen  trees,  and  ran  about  half  a  mile  to  the  land  in  question  and  made 
his  settlement.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  testimony  from 
which  the  time  of  leaving  the  sand  bar  must  be  fixed: 

There  is  considerable  difference  of  opinion  as  to  how  many  persons 
were  waiting  on  and  near  the  sand  bar  near  Barrow's  Crossing  before 
the  hour  of  noon  on  April  22,  1889. 

The  lowest  estimate  is  that  of  witness  Williams  on  page  18,  who 
says  there  were  twenty-five  or  thirty,  may  be  more.  Witness  Stanley 
says,  page  28,  there  were  about  seventy-five  or  one  hundred.  Witness 
Bailey  says,  page  42,  there  were  fifty  or  sixty.  Witness  Jameson  says, 
page  67,  there  were  between  forty  and  fifty,  may  be  more.  Witness 
Eockwood  says,  page  69,  "there  were  from  seventy -five  to  one  hundred 
and  fifty.    There  was  a  very  large  crowd." 

A  number  of  the  crowd  assembled  on  the  bank,  waded  through 
water  knee  d6ep  to  a  sand  bar.  Eatts,  the  defendant,  says,  page  73, 
between  sixty  and  one  hundred  of  them  went  to  the  sand  bar.  Wit- 
ness Williams  says,  the  large  majority  of  the  crowd  went  to  the  sand 
bar  leaving  on  the  bank  some  four  or  five  he  supposes.  Among  those 
who  crossed  and  started  from  the  sand  bar  was  Eatts,  the  defendant. 

Witness  Williamson  says,  page  26,  it  [the  sand  bar]  was  not  over 
fifty  yards  from  the  south  bank  of  the  river  nor  over  one  hundred  and 
twenty-five  steps  from  the  north  bank.  It  was  nearer  the  south  bank 
than  the  north  bank.  He  says  further,  that  the  deepest  water  was 
crossed  before  reaching  the  sand  bar.  He  does  not  think  there  was  any 
running  water  between  where  they  stopped  on  the  sand  bar  and  high- 
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est  bank  on  the  north  of  the  river.    On  the  south  side  of  the  sand  bar 

there  vas  water  in  various  low  places.    Katts  says,  page  75,  water  was 

flowing  on  the  north  side  of  it.    Witness  Bencher  says,  sand  bar  was 

one  hundred  and  fifty  feet  from  the  south  bank.    About  two  hundred  ] 

aud  fifty  or  three  hundred  feet  from  the  north  side.     The  largest  part 

of  the  channel  of  the  river  was  on  the  south  side.    Witness  Williamson 

says,  page  66,  that  the  sand  bar  was  on  the  north  side  of  the  river,  the 

channel  running  south  and  south-east  of  it.    Eatts  says,  page  70,  quite 

a  good  deal  nearer  the  south  side  of  the  river.    The  channel  was  flowing 

on  the  south  side  of  the  sand  bar. 

The  crowd  upon  the  border  had  time-pieces  that  differed.  The  ques- 
tioQ  arose  with  the  crowd  what  to  do  about  it.  Witness  Batts,  page 
7i,  says:  ^^  Some  man  got  up  and  made  a  talk.  I  do  not  know  who  he 
was.  Said  we  would  have  to  start  by  some  man's  time.  There  was 
a  gentleman  there,  in  a  sulky,  said  he  had  meridian  time  and  had 
just  come  from  Purcell."  They  put  it  to  a  vote  to  the  crowd  to  go  by 
hln  time  aud  every  man  agreed  to  go  by  his  time.  Batts  had  a  watch 
that  was  fifteen  minutes  faster  than  this  Purcell  time.  He  set  his  watch 
back  to  agree  with  the  other.  The  crowd  crossed  to  the  sand  bar  before 
twelve  o'clock.  Witness  Williams  said,  page  19 :  "  The  supposition  was 
that  we  crossed  onto  this  sand  bar  and  there  waited  until  12  o'clock. 
We  waited  there  until  a  gun  was  fired  in  the  crowd."  Same  witness 
Siiys,  page  20 : 

We  were  still  south  of  the  high  bank,  meaning  the  north  bank  of  the  river,  until 
thin  gan  was  fired.  Those  who  started  from  the  bank  and  those  who  started  from 
the  sand  bar  started  at  the  same  time.  If  the  rest  did  not  start  until  noon,  Ratts 
<iid  not  start  from  the  sand  bar  until  noon.  If  Ratts  started  from  the  sand  bar  before 
nooD,  then  the  whole  crowd  started  before  noon. 

No  witness  was  willing  to  swear  absolutely  that  he  knew  of  his  own 
personal  knowledge  that  the  signal  was  given  at  12  o'clock,  but  it  was 
the  general  understanding  that  it  was  to  be  given  at  12  o'clock  and  the 
general  understanding  and  belief  that  it  was.  When  the  signal  was 
{riveu  Ratts  went  north  across  the  prairie  riding  one  horse,  and  leading 
another,  with  a  light  pack.  The  land  between  the  two  forks  of  the 
Canadian  river  is  nearly  level,  sloping  slightly  toward  both  rivers.  A  • 
g(x»(l  many  x)ersons  accompanied  him  across  the  prairie.  Seven  of  them 
'^ys  George  Beucher,  page  54,  were  of  his  own  party.  They  reached 
the  river,  Ratts  says,  page  81,  at  44  minutes  after  12  o^clock,  and  adds: 
'•I  looked  at  my  watch  after  I  got  undressed.  I  was,  x)erhaps,  between 
a  half  a  minute  and  a  minute  undressing.  It  was  just  45  minutes  after 
t^velve."  Witness  Williams,  page  23, In  answer  to  question :  "  How  long 
'iid  it  take  you  and  Ratts  to  ride  over  to  the  Canadian  river?"  says:  ''I 
>u]>[)08e  forty  or  forty-five  minutes."  Ratts,  according  to  Bencher,  page 
♦a  took  off  his  clothing,  except  his  under  clothing  from  his  waist  down, 
s:nl  his  hat,  and  crossed  the  river,  having  tied  his  horses  on  the  south 
''ule  of  the  river.  Witness  Sumner,  page  2,  said  he  came  up  from  the 
river  with  nothing  on  but  a  handkerchief  on  his  head.  Witness  Gra- 
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bam  said  he  had  on  nothing  but  his  under  clothing  and  his  bat  upon 
his  head,  and  a  pair  of  boots  on. 

Having  crossed  the  ]^orth  Canadian  river  with  the  aid  of  trees  that 
had  fallen  partly  across  it,  Katts  ran  a  distance  of  aboat  one-half  mile 
to  the  land  In  controversy.  After  remaining  the^e  about  half  an  hour 
he  returned  to  the  North  Canadian,  recrossed  it,  put  on  his  clothes,  and 
returned  to  the  land  in  controversy. 

Joe  Williams,  principal  witness  for  the  contestant,  contends  that  it 
was  not  yet  twelve  o'clock  when  the  signal  was  given  for  the  start  from 
the  sand  bar.  He  and  llatts  crossed  the  river  in  company.  He  says 
he  had  no  time;  that  there  was  a  man  there  that  told  him  it  was  twenty 
minutes  past  eleven.  This  man  who  gave  him  the  time,  said  it  was  not 
twelve  o'clock;  "that  is  all  I  knew  about  what  time  it  was"  (page  20). 
Again  he  says:  "Just  like  1  told  you,  I  have  only  that  man's  word  for 
the  time  of  day  and  according  to  his  time  it  was  not  twelve.  This 
remark  was  made  before  leaving  the  bank  to  go  to  the  sand  bar.  I  do 
not  think  it  was  more  than  fifteen  minutes  firom  the  time  we  started 
from  the  south  side  until  the  gun  was  fired.  Mr.  Eatts  left  the  sand 
bar  at  the  same  time  I  did."  This  is  the  only  witness  among  those  at 
the  starting  point  who  thinks  the  crowd  started  before  twelve.  Accord- 
ing to  his  opinion  they  started  thirty-five  minutes  after  eleven  o'clock. 

Joe  Williamson  was  one  of  the  crowd  on  tlie  south  side  of  the  South 
Canadian  river  on  the  forenoon  of  April  22.  Saw  llatts  there  in  the 
neighborhood  of  eleven  o'clock,  packing  his  horses  getting  ready  to  go 
to  the  ford.  Witness  crossed  with  the  rest;  crossed  by  the  time  they 
all  crossed  and  at  the  signal  given  at  the  main  ford.  It  was  then 
twelve  o'clock  by  his  son's  watch  and  his  son  wa«  always  a  truthful 
boy.  If  the  watch  was  correct  it  was  twelve  o'clock  when  witness  and 
the  rest  crossed  the  river.  (Page  64.)  Witness  made  the  run  and 
stopped  at  the  land  now  claimed  by  him  (witness)  about  three  miles 
from  the  place  of  starting.  Shortly  after  reaching  his  place  he  saw 
Batts  and  several  companions  pass  said  place.  Is  sure  it  was  Batts. 
Had  seen  him  for  about  two  months  almost  every  day.  There  were 
eight  or  ten  persons  with  Batts  and  many  others  scattered  all  over  the 
prairie,  riding.  It  was  a  few  minutes  after  twelve  o'clock  when  he  saw 
Batts  pass.  Supposes  about  fifteen  or  twenty  minutes  after  he  started 
from*  the  river. 

From  Williamson's  place,  two  and  a  half  or  three  miles  north  of  the 
South  Canadian,  Batts  and  his  comrades  rode  on  six  or  six  and  a  half 
miles  until  they  reached  witl^in  a  short  distance  of  the  North  Canadian 
river,  when  Witness  Williams  says  they  met  a  man  named  Porter 
Drace  (page  16).  WiUiams  says  "it  was  within  a  mile  or  a  mile  and  a 
half  of  the  place  where  we  crossed  the  North  Canadian."  He  says 
they  met  him  about  eighteen  minutes  before  twelve.  Drace  did  not 
tell  witness  then  what  time  it  was  but  witness  made  the  inquiry  a 
month,  or  such  a  matter,  after  that.    "He  told  me  that  by  his  watch  it 
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was  eighteen  minutes  before  twelve  o'clock.  He  told  me,  I  suppose,  a 
month  after  that,  about."  (Page  24.)  Witness  received,  as  compensa- 
tioD,  his  expenses  and  the  usual  fees  and  $50,  additional. 

Jessie  Sumner  testifies  that  at  twelve  o'clock  by  the  signal  the  sol- 
diers gave  from  Council  Grove  (page  1),  supposed  to  be  for  noon  on 
April  22,  he  was  about  half  a  mile  from  the  land  in  controversy.  Ran 
to  the  land.  Beached  it  in  about  five  minutes.  Saw  Eatts  about  five, 
ten,  or  fifteen  minutes  after  twelve,  coming  up  from  the  river  nearly 
naked.  Had  a  little  conversation  with  him.  Witness  had  no  watch 
nor  other  means  of  knowing  that  the  signal  he  heard  was  given  at 
twelve  o'clock,  except  an  ordinary  pocket  compass.  Made  an  obser- 
vation of  the  time  of  day  with  that,  and  judge  that  it  was  about  fifteen 
minutes  before  twelve.  About  fifteen  minutes  after  making  the  esti- 
mate he  heard  the  signal  and  judged  that  it  was  about  noon.  Made 
no  allowance  for  magnetic  variation  of  the  compass. 

George  F.  Graham  testified  that  he  and  Mr.  Mosely  being  in  Council 
Grove  on  April  22, 1889,  crossed  the  river  and  went  onto  his  claim,  to 
the  best  of  his  judgment,  about  quarter  after  twelve  o'clock.  He  had 
been  there  but  a  few  minutes  when  two  men  came  up  out  of  the  bottom. 
^'  I  asked  him  his  name  and  he  said  his  name  was  Batts.'^ 

No  witness,  except  Snmner,  says  anything  about  any  signal  from  the 
soldiers  of  Council  Grove. 

It  is  clear  to  my  mind  from  this  testimony  that  all  the  crowd  near 
the  Barrow's  Crossing,  both  those  on  the  bank  and  those  on  the  sand 
bar,  started  by  the  same  signal  and  at  the  same  time,  and  that  Batts 
started  with  them.  It  is  also  shown  that  every  one,  exeept  the  witness 
Williams,  supposed,  and  believed,  it  to  be  twelve  o'clock  when  the  sig- 
nal was  given.  The  reason  for  that  belief  seems  to  be  quite  as  well 
founded  as  those  upon  which  Williams  bases  his  contrary  belief.  It  is 
safe,  however,  to  say  that  the  testimony  taken  altogether,  leaves  the 
precise  time  of  leaving  the  sand  bar  in  doubt. 

The  contention  of  the  contestant  is  that  the  start  was  made  before 
noon  and  the  burden  is  upon  him  to  show  that  fact  by  at  least  a  clear 
preponderance  of  the  testimony.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  simply  raise  a 
doubt  as  to  the  exact  time  of  starting  on  the  race,  especially  where  all 
the  crowd  started  together  and  were  apparently  acting  in  good  faith, 
and  where  the  contest  is  initiated  two  years  after  the  race  and  settle- 
ment and  by  one  who  was  not  at  the  time  a  competitor,  as  in  this  case. 

The  testimony  of  Graham  and  Sumner,  whose  testimony  relates  to 
the  time  and  circumstances  of  Batts'  arrival  at  the  land  at  the  end  of 
his  race,  supports,  it  is  contended,  Williams'  testimony ^as  to  the  tiipe 
of  starting  from  the  sand  bar.  Two  things  are  to  be  noted  in  connec- 
tion with  Sumner's  testimony.  One  is  that  he  seems  to  have  been 
making  a  run  from  an  unauthorized  starting  point,  and  the  other  is 
that  his  estimate  of  the  time  was  based  upon  an  observation  made 
with  a  pocket  compass  and  upon  the  firing  of  a  gun,  supposed  by  him 
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to  be  a  signal  for  the  opening,  fired  by  a  soldier  on  Council  Orove  res- 
ervation. This  is  the  only  intimation  of  a  signal  given  at  that  point, 
to  be  found  in  the  record. 

First,  as  to  the  pocket  compass:  Sumner  swears  he  made  no  allow- 
ance for  magnetic  variation.  The  magnetic  needle  points  directly  north 
at  only  one  meridian  on  the  American  continent,  to  wit,  just  east  of 
Pittsburg,  Pennsylvania,  near  Charlottesville,  Virginia,  and  Wilming- 
ton, North  Carolina.  At  all  places  east  of  the  line,  the  magnetic  needle 
varies  from  the  true  meridian  in  that  the  north  pole  of  the  needle  points 
a  little  to  the  west;  at  places  west  of  this  line  the  north  pole  of  the 
compass  points  too  far  east.  See  American  Encyclopaedia,  Vol.  V., 
page  187. 

In  Oklahoma  the  north  pole  of  the  needle  points  too  far  east  by  a 
fraction  over  nine  degrees.  Conversely  the  south  pole  points  too  far 
west  by  about  nine  degrees.  See  McKinney  townsite  plat  sent  by  Com- 
missioner with  letter  of  July  17, 1895.  When  the  sun  indicates  the  real 
meridian  in  Oklahoma,  the  earth  must  travel  niue  degrees  further  to 
reach  the  magnetic  meridian,  or  noon,  as  indicated  by  the  compass. 
The  earth  moves  at  the  rate  of  one  degree  in  four  minutes,  or  nine 
degrees  in  thirty-six  minutes.  Therefore  when  the  compass,  as  used 
by  the  witness,  indicated  noon  in  Oklahoma,  it  was  in  reality  thirty-six 
minutes  after  twelve.  As  he  says  Ratts  came  up  from  the  river  fifteen 
minutes  after  twelve,  as  indicated  by  the  compass,  it  was  in  reality 
twelve  o'clock  ^nd  fifty-one  minutes. 

The  observation  which  the  witness  made  with  the  compass  when 
corrected  by  making  allowance  for  the  variation,  will  correspond  with 
Eatts'  testimony  to  within  five  minutes.  But  the  witness  also  took  into 
account  the  firing  of  a  signal-gun  on  the  timber  reservation.  I  find 
myself  unable  to  conclude  that  this  was  a  signal  gun,  or  that  it  indi- 
cated the  time.  It  was  ten  miles  or  more  from  the  border  line  in  the 
interior.  It  was  not  a  cannon,  but  an  ordinary  gun.  It  could  be  heard 
by  no  one  on  the  border.  The  ra<;e  could  be  made  lawfully  only  from 
the  border  lines.  A  signal  fired  thus  in  the  interior,  could  be  of  no  use 
to  those  ten  miles  distant  on  the  border. 

In  the  absence  of  other  testimony  than  the  mere  supposition  of  this 
witness,  the  firing  of  the  gun  on  the  timber  reservation  will  not  be 
regartled  as  indicating  the  time  of  day,  or  as  an  authorized  signal  for 
entering  the  territory. 

The  other  witness,  Graham,  leaves  the  time  indefinite  and  merely 
expresses  an  opinion  without  disclosing  any  reason  or  basis  for  it.  The 
testimony  of  Williams  must  support  the  theory  that  Ratts  entered 
before  twelve  o'clock,  noon,  if  it  is  supported  at  all.  He  says  that  in 
his  opinion  it  was  eleven  o'clock  and  thirty-five  minutes  when  they  left 
the  sand  bar.  That  they  were  forty  or  forty-five  minutes  covering  the 
distance  between  the  two  rivers.  Says  they  met  Porter  Drace  a  mile 
or  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the  North  Canadian  at  eighteen  minutes 
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before  twelve,  so  they  would  have  ti*avelod  the  intervening  nine  miles 
ID  seven  minuteB,  or  something  over  a  mile  a  minute.  This  witness,  In 
addition  to  expenses,  received  fifty  dollars.  His  testimony  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  overcome  the  testimony  of  Williamson,  and  the  other  witness, 
as  to  the  time  of  leaving  the  sand  bar.  I  therefore  find  that  it  is  not 
made  to  appear  that  Eatts  left  the  sand  bar  before  twelve  o^clock,  noon, 
on  the  day  of  the  opening. 

Was  the  sand  bar  inside  the  Territory?  This  is  a  mixed  question  of 
law  and  fact.  The  evidence  shows  that  Eatts  and  the  main  bulk  of  the 
crowd  with  him,  crossed  to  the  sand  bar  before  noon,  and  if  it  was 
iDside  the  Territory  te  would  be  disqualified.  It  was  situated  north 
of  the  then  flowing  current  of  the  river,  but  nearer  the  south  natural 
bank  than  the  other.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  South  Canadian 
river  flows  between  high  and  well  defined  natural  banks.  That  the 
bed  is  full  of  sand,  and  that  the  flowing  current  frequently  shifts  from 
side  to  side,  within  these  banks,  being  sometimes  on  one  side  and  some- 
times on  the  other.  In  your  office  decision  of  June  6,  1893,  following 
the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Dunluth  v.  The  County,  etc.  (55  Iowa, 
558),  it  was  held  that  the  center  of  the  bed  of  the  river,  was  the  boundary 
line  of  Oklahoma,  without  reference  to  whether  the  channel  or  current 
of  running  water  was  on  one  side  or  the  other.  In  x)assing  upon  the 
motion  for  review  of  that  decision  October  25, 1893,  your  office  reached 
a  diflerent  conclusion,  following  the  rule  as  laid  down  in  the  case  of 
Iowa  r.  Illinois  (147  U.  S.,  1),  and  reversed  the  decision  of  June  5, 1893, 
holding  that  the  same  rule  applied  to  non-navigable  as  to  navigable 
streams.  Reference  to  the  cases  cited  (55  Iowa  and  147  U.  S.)  will  show 
that  the  court  was  careful  in  both  cases  to  use  the  term  "navigable 
stream."  In  the  latter  case,  page  13,  the  supreme  court  say,  referring 
to  the  cases  of  Dunluth,  etc.  v.  The  County  (55  Iowa)  and  Buttennuth 
t.  St.  Louis  Bridge  Co.  (123  Illinois : 

The  opinions  in  both  of  these  oases,  are  able,  and  present  in  the  strongest  terms, 
the  different  Tiewe  as  to  the  line  of  jurisdiction  between  neighboring  states,  sepa- 
rated by  a  navigable  stream ;  bnt  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  controlling  consider- 
ation in  this  matter  is  t)iat  which  preserves  to  each  state  equality  in  the  right  of 
nayigation  in  the  river.  We  therefore  hold  in  accordance  with  this  view,  that  the 
true  line  in  navigable  rivers  between  the  states  of  the  Union  which  separates  the 
jnrisdiction  of  one  from  the  other,  is  the  middle  of  the  main  channel  of  the  river. 
Thas  the  jurisdiction  of  each  state  extends  to  the  thread  of  the  stream,  that  is,  to 
the  mid  channel,  and  if  there  be  several  channels,  to  the  middle  of  the  principal 
one,  or  rather  the  one  usuaUy  followed. 

Thefirequent  changes  in  the  currents  of  the  Mississippi  seems  to  have 
been  the  chief  reason  for  the  contrary  rule,  but  is  finally  subordinated 
to  the  higher  consideration  of  the  interests  of  commerce  and  navigation. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  non-navigable  streams  nor 
in  my  opinion  does  the  rule  itself.  I  take  it,  therefore,  that  the  south- 
ern boundary  of  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  is  the  middle  of  the  bed  of 
the  South  Canadian  river  reckoned  from  its  natural  standing  banks. 
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The  sand  bar  from  which  Batts  started  was,  in  my  opinion,  not  inside 
the  Territory  and  was  a  lawful  point  from  which  to  start. 

By  reference  to  departmental  decision  of  May  18,  1895,  now  under 
review,  it  will  be  seen  that  a  different  view  of  the  testimony  to  that 
now  taken  led  to  a  dififerent  conclusion  from  the  one  here  reached,  and 
that  the  questions  of  law  involved  are  not  discussed  therein.  Upon 
re-examination  of  the  record  1  find  that  the  view  of  the  evidence  pre- 
sented in  the  decision  on  review,  is  not  supported  by  the  evidence  itself, 
parts  of  which  either  escaped  notice  or  were  misinterpreted,  and  I  now 
find  that  the  evidence  does  not  warrant  the  conclusion  that  Eatts  was 
a  <<  sooner,"  and  said  decision  and  finding  is  accordingly  revoked. 

Your  office  decision  of  October  25, 1893,  is  reversed  and  your  office 
decision  of  June  5, 1893,  in  which  the  finding  of  the  local  officers  is 
approved,  is  hereby  approved. 


PRACnCE— APPEAL— OKLAHOMA  TOWN  LOT. 

PrOUTY  r.  CONDIT. 

Failure  to  appeal  within  the  proper  time,  in  proceedings  arising  before  a  townsite 
board,  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  appellant  to  be  heard,  where  it  appears 
that  the  appeal  was  filed  within  the  time  accorded  therefor  in  the  notice  given 
of  such  right. 

As  against  the  claim  of  one  living  in  open  adverse  possession  of  a  town  lot,  anotlier 
claimant,  who  has  not  openly  asserted  his  claim,  can  not  be  Iioard  to  say  that 
said  adverse  occupant  was  in  fact  the  tenant  of  a  third  party. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  January 
(J.  I.  H.)  X^i,  1^96.  (E,  M.  K.) 

This  case  involves  lot  2,  block  60,  Guthrie,  Oklahoma. 

The  record  shows  that  on  August  25,  1891),  Frank  G.  Prouty  filed 
his  application  with  townsite  board  No.  1,  for  a  deed  to  the  above 
described  lot,  and  that  on  August  26,  18()0,  Lottie  Condit  also  tiled  her 
application  for  the  same  lot. 

The  case  then  came  up  for  a  hearing  on  December  9, 1890,  and  on 
December  22,  1890,  a  majority  of  the  board  rendered  their  decision  in 
favor  of  Lottie  Condi t. 

March  28, 1894,  your  office  decision  was  rendered  wherein  you  reversed 
the  action  of  the  majority  of  the  board  and  awarded  the  lot  to  Frank 
G.  Prouty. 

On  May  26, 1894,  Lottie  Condit  appealed  and  on  July  18, 1894,  your 
office  declined  to  forward  the  appeal  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
filed  in  time. 

Upon  her  application  for  writ  of  certiorari  this  Department,  on 
December  0,  1894,  ordered  the  record  to  be  sent  up.    (19  L.  D.,  472.) 

It  is  not  necessary  now  to  consider  the  question  raised  in  the  appli- 
cation for  the  writ  of  certiorari;  that  question  becomes  immaterial  in 
view  of  what  the  record  shows  upon  the  question  of  service,  it  appear- 
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iDg  upon  an  examination  of  the  evidence  of  service  made  in  this  case, 
that  it  was  mailed  to  Lottie  Oondit  on  April  26,  and  that  appeal  was 
filed  on  May  26.  The  notice  sent,  improperly  gave  the  parties  twenty 
days  for  appeal,  and  allowing  the  usual  ten  days  for  return  of  notice, 
the  time  had  not  expired  when  the  appeal  was  filed  under  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  Watt  et  al.  r.  Columbia  Townsite  (18  L.  D.,  139),  it  being 
held  therein  (syllabus) — 

As  said  instructions  provided  for  an  exception  to  the  regular  practice,  failure  to 
comply  therewith  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  appellant  to  be  heard  where  it 
appears  that  his  action  was  based  upon  the  construction  of  said  requirement  adopted 
by  the  local  office. 

See  also  Schmidt  v,  Stillwell  (1 L.  D.,  151)  and  Vettel  v.  !N'orton  {idem^ 
459),  where  the  general  rule  is  laid  down  that  action  taken  under  the 
advice  of  the  local  office  should  be  without  prejudice,  unless  required 
by  the  absolute  demands  of  the  law.  There  seems  to  be  no  such 
necessity  here. 

The  case  of  Watt  et  al.  v.  Columbia  Townsite,  it  is  well  to  note  in 
this  connection,  was  under  the  same  rule,  involving  precisely  the  same 
facts  as  the  case  at  bar,  save  only  that  the  time  there  given  for  appeal 
was  thirty  days  instead  of  the  twenty  herein  mentioned. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  has  been  examined  and  much  difficulty  has 
arisen  in  arriving  at  a  just  determination  of  the  questions  of  fact 
involved.  There  seems  to  be  no  dispute  by  either  claimant,  that  the 
first  settler  upon  the  lot  was  a  Doctor  Keys,  who  arrived  in  the  Terri- 
tory before  noon,  of  April  22,  1889.  The  question  at  issue  is  the  pri- 
ority of  occupancy  of  lot  Ko.  2,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law;  that  is, 
an  adverse  open  claim  to  the  lot  as  between  Lottie  Condit  and  Prouty. 
There  is  no  question  as  to  Prouty  being  on  the  lot  prior  to  Lottie  Con- 
dit. This  is  admitted,  but  the  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  the 
occupancy  of  Prouty  was  such  as  was  contemplated  by  the  law  in 
initiating  a  right  which,  if  prost^cuted,  would  end  in  securing  a  deed 
from  the  government  to  the  lot. 

Upon  this  question  your  office  decision  decided  affirmatively;  the 
majority  of  the  board  of  townsite  trustees  who  tried  this  case  answered 
in  the  negative. 

Upon  the  part  of  Lottie  Condit,  it  appears  that  about  the  first  day 
of  May  she  commenced  the  erection  of  a  foundation  for  a  lioui^e  upon 
the  front  or  east  part  of  lot  No.  2,  a  portion  of  the  foundation  being 
upon  the  lot  and  a  portion  projecting  into  the  street.  The  erection  of 
this  house  was  stopped  by  the  authorities  and  during  the  niglit  of  the 
day  upon  which  the  erection  was  started,  some  of  her  lumber  was  stolen. 
The  next  day  she  entered  into  a  lease  with  one  W.  S.  Payne,  by  which 
^he  was  permitted,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  815  per  month  rent, 
and  in  consideration  of  the  establishment  of  a  house  of  two  rooms  upon 
said  tract,  to  move  upon  the  back  portion  of  lot  No.  2,  and  there  erect 
her  house,  which  she  immediately  did. 
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It  appears  farther,  though  not  very  clearly,  that  W.  S.  Payne  was 
claiming  some  lot  that  conflicted  with  Dr.  Keys'  lot,  as  to  the  back 
portion  of  lot  No.  2. 

It  does  not  appear  that  Lottie  Condit  intended  to  release  any  rights 
that  she  had  to  lot  2,  by  the  agreement  she  made  with  Payne,  in  fact 
the  lines  of  the  different  lots,  it  appears,  were  not  definitely  fixed  and 
she  continued  to  assert  her  claim  to  lot  No.  2,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact 
never  paid  Payne  any  rent,  and  during  the  wliole  of  the  period  up  to 
the  date  of  hearing,  as  far  as  I  am  able  to  ascertain,  she  continued  to 
reside  upon  lot  No.  2,  and  never  moved  therefrom. 

She  erected  a  house,  consisting  of  two  rooms,  at  a  cost  of  $300.  She 
also  purchased  the  improvements  of  Little  for  $100.  Some  evidence 
was  introduced  to  show  that  she  entered  into  an  agreement  with  sbme 
men  by  which  she  was  to  build  a  house  on  the  front  of  lot  No.  2,  and 
she  was  to  divide  the  lot  equally  with  these  other  parties,  but  there  is 
not  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  this  allegation. 

Upon  the  other  hand  it  appears  that  Prouty  went  upon  this  land  for 
the  first  time  in  April  23;  that  he  there  found  Dr.  Keys  in  iTOSsessiou; 
that  he  remained  on  the  lot  until  the  arrival  of  his  printing  outfit,  and 
that  a  large  tent  was  placed  upon  the  front  portion  of  the  lot,  in  which 
the  printing  outfit  was  put,  and  he  maintained  that  his  presence  was 
that  of  an  adverse  claimant  to  the  laud;  that  he  openly  and  notoriously 
made  such  statements;  that  he  only  agreed  with  Keys  and  Go.  to  get 
out  issues  of  their  weekly  paper  the  "Get  Up,"  and  that  he  conducted 
a  jobbing  house  there  and  was  not  an  employe  of  the  newspaper  com- 
pany, but  that  his  only  connection  with  them  was  as  has  just  been  set 
forth. 

On  the  other  hand,  W.  T.  Little,  who  appears  to  be  the  witness  in 
the  best  position  to  know  the  real  iacts,  maintains  that  Prouty  was  an 
employe  of  the  newspaper  company;  that  he  was  paid  a  salary  of  $14 
per  week  for  his  services  and  the  use  of  his  printing  outfit,  and  that  he 
was  there  simply  as  an  employe,  and  not  as  an  adverse  claimant,  until 
after  he  left  Guthrie  on  the  20th  day  of  May. 

It  does  not  appear  that  Prouty  ever  told  Lottie  Condit  prior  to  that 
time,  or  Little,  that  he  was  an  adverse  claimant  to  the  land;  it  does 
appear  that  he  did  tell  some  people,  but  not  those  connected  with  the 
lot  in  any  way,  or  who  were  laying  any  claim  thereto.  Prouty  swears 
that  when  Lottie  Gondii's  house  was  erected  that  he  protested  against 
it;  that  he  had  his  Winchester  rifle  with  him  and  that  Deputy  United 
States  Marshal  Payne  drew  a  revolver  on  him;  tbat  there  was  con- 
siderable of  a  disturbance  and  loud  talking  and  a  large  crowd  of  people. 

In  reply  to  this  Payne  swears  tliat  there  was  no  disturl)an<-e,  except 
that  a  man  by  tlie  name  of  Grane,  tried  to  push  Lottie  Gondit's  house 
oflF  the  lot,  and  that  Dr.  Keys  was  there  protesting  against  its  erection. 
Prouty  was  not  present  and  made  no  protest  whatsoever. 

One  of  the  witnesses  states  that  on  a  prior  trial  of  this  case  in  a 
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court,  for  i>ossession,  Proaty  made  a  similar  statement  but  stated  that 
he  had  with  him  a  pistol  instead  of  a  Winchester  rifle.  The  man  who 
laid  the  foundation  for  Lottie  Gondit,  who  was  a  witness  for  Proaty, 
states  that  he  did  not  see  him  there. 

It  seems  to  me  improbable  that  Keys  and  Co.,  would  have  employed 
Prouty,  or,  taking  Prouty's  own  statement,  would  have  contracted 
with  him  for 'the  publication  of  the  weekly  "  Get  Up,"  if,  in  fact,  he 
was  there  as  an  adverse  claimant  to  Doctor  Keys,  the  father  of  the 
Keys  interested  in  the  newspaper. 

It  woald  seem  to  be  more  likely  that  the  statement  made  by  Little 
as  to  the  facts  in  the  case  were  true.  It  appears  remarkable,  if  this 
adverse  claim  of  Prouty  was  true,  that  none  of  the  interested  parties 
to  the  lot  ever  heard  him  make  such  statements  until  the  last  part 
of  May. 

Prouty  sets  forth  that  he  had  $100  worth  of  lumber  purchased  for 
the  sides  of  the  tent  in  which  his  printing  outfit  was,  but  Little,  on  the 
contrary,  states  that  the  money  was  furnished  by  him  and  that  all 
improvements  upon  the  tract,  aside  from  Dr.  Keys'  little  tent  and  the 
erection  of  Lottie  Condit's  house,  were  paid  for  by  him,  through  Prouty 
as  his  agent.  Prouty  subsequently  undertook  to  make  improvements 
upon  the  land  and  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the  friends  and 
supporters  of  Lottie  Oondit;  however,  the  improvements  sought  to  be 
placed  upon  the  land  by  Prouty  were  subsequent  in  time  to  the  erection 
of  Lottie  Gondit's  house,  and  can  give  him  no  claim  that  would  be 
superior  to  hera. 

Even  though  Lottie  Gondit  was  a  tenant  of  W.  S.  Payne's  on  lot 
No.  2,  it  does  not  lie  with  Prouty  to  raise  the  question.  That  question 
would  be  considered  as  between  Payne  and  Gondit,  her  improvements 
having  been  made  upon  the  tract,  and  she  living  there  in  open  adverse 
possession  all  the  time,  when  it  appears  that  Prouty's  claim  to  the  land 
consisted  only  in  statements  made  to  persons  who  had  no  interest  in 
the  lot  and  who  had  no  claim  thereto. 

I  am,  therefore,  led  to  hold  that  the  decision  appealed  from  was  in 
error,  and  that  the  deed  should  be  given  to  Lottie  Gondit  for  the  lot 
involved. 


R.ULROAT>    GRANT— rNDEM:NITY.8EL.ECTION-ORDER  OF    MAY  88,  1888. 

XoBTHEBN  Pacific  E.  R.  Go.  v.  Anderson. 

The  departmental  order  of  May  28,  1883,  waiving  the  specification  of  losses,  did  not 
contemplate  selections  of  lauds  sabject  to  settlement  at  such  time. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  th-e  General  Land  Office^  January 

21^  1896.  (F.  W.  G.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Northern  Pa<?ific  R.  R.  Co.,  from 
your  office  decision  of  May  22,  1895,  rejecting  the  attempted  selection 
by  the  said  company  of  the  S.  i  SE.  J  and  E.  ^  SW.  J,  Sec.  3,  T.  132 
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F.,  E.  40  W.,  St.  Gldud  land  district,  Minnesota,  and  holding  for  allow- 
ance the  homestead  application  presented  by  Trals  Anderson  covering 
same  land. 

The  land  here  in  controversy  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the 
grant  for  said  company  and  was  included  in  the  withdrawal  ordered  by 
letter  of  December  26,  1871,  received  at  the  local  office  January  10, 
1872. 

The  company  applied  to  select  this  laud  by  its  lists  presented  August 
3, 1883,  December  29, 1883,  and  June  16, 1885,  which  lists  were  rejected 
for  conflict  with  the  pre-emption  filing  of  one  Alonzo  Whitney,  which 
was  still  of  record  although  the  same  had  been  ordered  canceled  for 
abandonment  in  1870.  These  lists  were  not  accompanied  by  a  desig- 
nation of  losses  as  a  basis  therefor. 

The  company  appealed  from  the  rejection  of  its  several  lists. 

On  April  4, 1884,  Anderson  applied  to  make  entry  of  this  land  and 
appealed  from  the  rejection  of  his  application  by  the  local  officers. 

Tour  office  decision  of  February  15, 1892,  sustained  the  action  of  the 
local  officers  and  Anderson  appealed  to  this  Department.  Said  appeal 
was  considered  in  departmental  decision  of  October  17,  1893,  not 
reported,  in  which  it  was  held,  under  the  authority  of  the  decision  in 
the  cases  of  Darland  v,  NortLern  Pacific  R.  B.  Go.  (12  L.  D.,  195),  nnd 
Sawyer  v,  same  company  (id.,  195),  that  if  the  land  was  free  from  claim 
at  the  date  of  the  indemnity  withdrawal,  such  selections  were  protected 
by  the  departmental  order  of  May  28,  1883. 

In  order  to  determine  the  status  of  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  indem- 
nity withdrawal,  the  case  was  remanded  for  hearing. 

Upon  the  record  made  at  said  hearing  the  case  is  again  before  this 
Department.    . 

It  is  now  shown  that  from  a  date  prior  to  the  receipt  of  said  order  of 
withdrawal  at  the  local  office  until  1879  or  1880,  this  land  was  in  the 
possession  of  one  Ole  Johnson,  a  duly  qualified  homesteader. 

In  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  t?.  Miller,  on  review 
(11  L.  D.,  428),  it  was  held: 

The  departmental  order  of  May  28,  1883,  did  not  contemplate  the  selection  of 
lands  subject  to  settlement  without  desiguatinjj;  tl  e  bases  therefor,  but  wa«  appli- 
cable only  to  such  lands  as  were  protected  by  withdrawal,     (syllabus.) 

It  is  plain  therefore,  from  the  record  now  before  me,  that  the  com- 
pany's selections  covering:  the  land  in  question  were  not  protected  by 
the  order  of  May  28,  1883,  not  having  been  accompanied  by  a  designa- 
tion of  losses  as  a  basis  for  the  selections,  and  the  same  were  no  bar  to 
Anderson's  application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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TIMBER  CULTURE  EXTRY-EQUITABLE  ACTION. 
TiMPSON  V.   LONGNECKER. 

A  timber  culture  entry  may  be  cciuitably  confirmed  where  the  eutryman  fails  to 
submit  final  proof  within  the  statutory  period  and  the  delay  is  satisfactorily 
ei^lained. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissianer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

25,  1896.  (A.  E.) 

On  Kovember  5, 1880,  Julia  A.  Lougnecker  made  timber  culture  entry 
of  the  SW.  i,  Sec.  4,  Tp.  3  IS".,  R.  28  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  McCook,  Nebraska. 
On  November  11, 1893,  six  days  after  the  thirteen  years  expired,  George 
Timpson  filed  a  contest  against  the  entry  alleging  that  the  defendant 
had  failed  to  make  the  required  proof  within  thirteen  years  from  the 
date  of  entry.  Affidavit  having  been  filed  to  the  effect  that  defendant 
was  a  non-resident,  notice  was  given  by  publication,  and  the  date  of 
hearing  set  for  January  24, 1894,  On  December  18, 1893,  the  defendant 
appeared,  submitted  final  proof,  tendered  fees,  and  demanded  receipt. 
The  local  office  refused  to  accept  the  fees  or  issue  certificate.  From 
this  defendant  appealed. 

On  the  date  set  for  the  hearing  both  parties  appeared,  the  defendant 
objecting  to  the  jurisdiction.  On  February  21,  1894,  the  local  officers 
rendered  a  joint  decision  recommending  the  entry  for  cancellation, 
because  the  entry  was  not  proved  upon,  nor  final  nor  cash  proof  offered 
therein  within  thirteen  years  from  date  of  entry. 

From  this  defendant  appealed,  and,  on  October  11,  1894,  your  office 
decision,  after  a  full  statement  of  the  case  showing  that  defendant  had 
fdlly  complied  with  the  law,  says: 

It  further  appears  that  defendant  is  seventy-seven  years  of  ago  and  lives  in  Ken- 
tucky; that  she  was  taken  sick  in  the  winter  of  1892-3,  and  was  confined  to  her  bed 
most  of  the  time  until  about  December  1,  1893;  that  she  fully  intended  to  go  to 
Nebraska  and  prove  up  her  timber  culture  entry  in  the  spring  or  summer  of  1893,  but 
was  unable  to  make  such  a  long  journey,  on  account  of  her  sickness. 

Passing  to  the  decretal  part  of  the  decision,  your  office  says: 

There  being  no  service  of  contest  notice  upon  Julia  A.  Lougnecker,  and  plaintiff 
having  failed  to  amend  his  contest  affidavit  after  his  attention  had  been  called  to 
the  misnomer  by  defendant's  motion,  and  the  defendant  having  shown  good  faith, 
being  prevented  by  sickness  from  making  her  final  proof,  your  action  in  refusing  to 
dismiss  said  contest  is  reversed,  and  the  contest  hereby  dismissed.  In  case  this 
decision  becomes  final,  the  proof  offered  by  Julia  A.  Lougnecker  will  be  submitted 
to  tlie  hoard  of  equitable  adjudication  for  action  thereon. 

The  full  discussion  of  the  facts  in  this  case  by  your  office  decision  of 
October  11, 1894,  precludes  the  necessity  of  any  discussion  here. 
Your  office  decree  is  correct,  and  the  same  affirmed. 
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RAILiBOAB  liANDS-SETTLEMENT  RIGHT. 

Nancy  B.  Witten. 

Lancls  oontigaons  to  a  homestead  entry  are  not  subject  to  purchase  by  the  home- 
steader as  a  settler  under  the  provisions  of  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29, 
1890,  as  he  is  not  entitled  to  claim  settlement  at  the  same  time  under  both  the 
homestead  law  and  said  forfeiture  act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

25j  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  appears  that  Kancy  B.  Witten  filed  two  applications  to  purchase 
under  the  act  of  September  29,  1890  (26  Stat.,  496),  the  SE.  J  of  the 
SB.  J,  Sec.  23,  and  the  NW.  J  of  the  NW.  i,  Sec.  25,  Tp.  2  S.,  B.  12  E., 
The  Dalles,  Oregon,  land  district,  December  1, 1893.  Her  applications 
were  allowed,  the  purchase  price  paid,  and  receiver's  receipts  issued. 

In  the  course  of  business  in  your  office  the  matter  was  considered, 
and  by  letter  of  September  28, 1894,  the  local  office  was  informed  that, 

As  the  party  claims  settlement,  and  as  the  tracts  in  said  entries  are  not  contigu- 
ous, the  entry  woman  will  be  given  thirty  daj^s  from  receipt  of  notice  within  which 
to  show  cause  why  one  entry  should  not  be  canceled. 

She  was  also  required  to  remedy  some  formal  defects  in  her  applica- 
tions, and  supply  some  additional  proof,  which,  however,  are  not  mate- 
rial to  the  issue  here.  These  latter  requirements  seem  to  have  been 
met,  but  no  reason  was  shown  why  one  of  her  entries  should  not  be 
canceled.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  shown  by  her  affidavit  that  the  tracts 
she  is  seeking  to  purchase  are  contiguous  to  her  homestead  entry,  made 
January  24, 1889.  Tour  office  therefore,  by  letter  of  December  10, 1894, 
decided: 

As  she  can  not  claim  settlement  under  both  the  homestead  act  and  the  act  of  Sep- 
tember 29,  1890,  and  as  she  does  not  furnish  evidence  of  license  or  deed  from  the 
railroad  company  executed  prior  to  January  1,  1888,  her  entries  are  hereby  held  for 
cancellation. 

From  this  judgment  the  applicant  appealed. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  these  entries  were  erroneously 
allowed,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  your  said  office  letter  and  quoted 
above. 

Your  ofl^ce  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


DECISIONS  EELATING  TO  THE  PUBLIC   LANDS.  61 

RAILROAB  GRANT-rNDEWTNITY  SELECTION— SKTTLEMEXT  RIGHT. 

Stuart  r.  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

An  applicant  for  land  within  railroad  indemnity  limits  whose  application  is  wrong- 
folly  rejected,  and  who  fails  to  appeal  from  snch  action,  bat  remains  in  the  pos- 
session and  occupancy  of  the  land,  is  protected  thereby  as  against  a  Helection  on 
behalf  of  the  company  made  after  the  acquisition  of  the  applicant's  settlement 
right 

The  case  of  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.  i;.  Lillethiin,  21  L.  D.,  487,  cited  and 
followed. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

J25,  1896.  F.  W.  0. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Archibald  B.  Stuart  v.  Southern  Pacific 
B.R.  Co.,  involving  the  S.  ^  of  SB.  J,  the  S.  J  of  the  SW.  J,  Sec.  15, 
T.  5  S.,  R.  5  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles  laud  district,  California,  the 
record  in  which  was  forwarded  with  your  office  letter  of  June  18, 1895, 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  made  to  aid  in 
the  construction  of  the  branch  line  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad,  and 
was  included  within  the  company's  list  of  selections  filed  May  2, 1885- 
Said  list  of  selections  was  not  accompanied  by  a  designation  of  losses 
as  required  by  the  circular  approved  November  7, 1879,  and  the  same 
were  not  supplied  until  October  14, 1887, 

It  appears  that  during  the  year  1889  Stuart  tendered  at  the  local 
office  his  application  to  file  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  this 
land  in  which  statement  he  alleged  settlement  upon  the  land  in  1883. 
Said  application  was  forwarded  to  your  office  for  instructions  by  the 
local  officers  and  was  returned  by  your  office  letter  of  September  2, 1889, 
with  directions  to  order  a  hearing  in  the  premises  if  the  showing  war 
ranted  it.  It  appears,  however,  upon  consideration  of  the  matter  the 
local  officers  denied  Stuart's  right  to  a  hearing  upon  the  showing  made, 
and  rejected  his  application  to  file  x^re-emption  declaratory  statement, 
from  which  action  he  failed  to  appeal,  and  report  was  made  of  this  fact 
by  letter  from  the  local  officers  dated  November  7, 1889. 

The  company's  list  of  selections  was  thereafter  examined  by  your 
office  and  duly  approved  by  this  Department,  and  patent  issued  cover- 
ing the  land  in  question  November  5, 1892. 

It  appears,  however,  that  on  November  25, 1890,  Stuart  tendered  a 
homestead  application  for  the  land  in  question  whereupon  the  local 
officers  ordered  a  hearing  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  status  of 
the  land  at  the  date  of  its  selection  by  the  company.  Hearing  was 
duly  held  and  ux>on  the  testimony  adduced  the  local  officers  found  that 
Stuart  had  occupied  the  land  since  1883 ;  that  it  was  not  clear  whether 
he  went  upon  the  land  as  a  settler  on  public  lands,  a  prosi)ector  for 
coal,  or  an  intending  purchaser  from  the  company,  and  that  whatever 
rights  he  may  have  acquired  by  reason  of  his  settlement  could  not  be 
considered  upon  his  homestead  application  for  the  reason  that  the  com- 
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pany's  plea  of  res  judicata  was  well  taken,  and  they  therefore  recom- 
mended that  his  homestead  application  be  rejected. 

Stuart  apx)ealed  to  your  office,  and  said  appeal  was  pending,  unacted 
upon,  at  the  time  of  the  approval  and  patenting  of  this  land  to  the  com- 
pany, the  same  being  ])resumably  overlooked. 

In  your  office  decision  of  March  16, 1895,  you  considered  the  testi- 
mony offered  in  support  of  Stuart's  application,  with  a  view  of  deter- 
mining whether  such  a  showing  had  been  made  as  would  warrant 
proceedings  looking  to  the  recovery  of  this  laud  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556). 

You  first  hold  that  the  matter  is  not  res  judicata  and  that  Stuart  is 
fully  protected  in  his  rights,  whatever  they  may  be,  under  his  home- 
stead application. 

In  considering  the  testimony  offered  at  the  hearing  you  found  that 
Stuart  is  a  duly  qualiHed  homestead  claimant;  that  he  settled  upon 
this  land  in  September,  1883 ;  that  his  residence  thereon  was  continu- 
ous to  the  date  of  hearing.  You  further  found  that  he  had  ma4e 
improvements  on  the  land  valued  at  about  $600,  and  that  he  settled 
and  claimed  the  land  with  the  intention  of  making  it  his  home  and 
acquiring  title  under  the  public  land  laws.  You  further  hold  that  his 
claim  under  the  settlement  laws  is  superior  to  that  of  the  company 
under  its  grant,  and  in  advising  the  company's  attorney  of  the  action 
taken  you  state  that  the  notice  <^  is  equivalent  to  laying  a  rule  on  the 
company  to  show  cause  why  the  title  to  said  tract  should  not  be  recon- 
veyed  to  the  United  States  as  contemplated  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1887." 

In  response  to  said  notice,  an  answer  has  been  filed  by  the  company 
in  which  it  sets  up  the  plea  that  to  assume  that  Stuart  settled,  as 
alleged,  in  1883,  with  intention  to  acquire  title  under  the  public  land  laws, 
that  such  settlement  could  avail  him  nothing  as  against  the  grant  for 
the  reason  that  the  same  was  included  within  the  legislative  withdrawal 
authorized  by  its  grant,  upon  the  filing  of  the  map  of  general  route, 
and  also  the  executive  withdrawal  of  indemnity  lands  made  by  your 
office.  In  support  of  its  contention  it  is  urged  that  said  withdrawals 
are  duly  respected  and  recognized  by  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of 
Wood  V,  Beach  (166  U.  S.,  548),  to  which  reference  is  made. 

The  full  contention  of  the  company  was  considered  iu  departmental 
decision  of  December  12, 1895,  in  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company  et  al.  v.  Lillethun  (21  L.  D.,  487),  wherein  it  was  held: 

The  withdrawal  on  general  route  contemplated  by  section  6,  act  of  July  2,  1861, 
extends  only  to  lands  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant. 

A  withdrawal  of  land  for  indemnity  purposes  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
grant,  for  the  heneiit  of  which  the  withdrawal  is  made,  confers  no  right  upon  the 
grantee,  and  is  no  bar  to  the  acquisition  of  settlement  rights. 

An  application  to  enter,  pending  an  appeal,  precludes  the  allowance  of  an  indem- 
nity  selection  for  the  land  covered  thereby. 

An  examination  of  the  testimony  oflfered  at  the  hearing  shows  that 
Stuart  in  the  winter  of  1883  and  1884,  applied  to  the  local  office  to  enter 
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this  land  and  his  application  was  denied  on  accoaut  of  tbe  railroad 
grant.  He  does  not  appear  to  have  appealed  therefrom,  but  afterward 
sought  to  obtain  title  from  the  company. 

It  api)ear8  that  he  built  a  brush  house  upon  the  land  and  thereafter, 
with  the  aid  of  one  Mooer,  built  a  board  house  upon  the  land.  Mooer 
furnished  the  lumber  for  this  building  and  it  api>ears  that  men  in  Mooer's 
employ  occupied  the  land  during  the  year  1885.  Stuart  was  prospect- 
ing for  coal  and  appears  to  have  been  working  in  the  interest  of  Mooer; 
but  whether  the  prospecting  was  upon  the  land  in  question,  or  the 
adjoining  land,  the  record  does  not  make  clear.  Mooer  applied  to  pur- 
chase this  land,  together  with  other  land,  of  the  railroad  company,  and 
tbe  company  contracted  to  sell  the  same  to  him. 

Stuart,  however,  seems  to  have  continued  residing  upon  the  land  in 
question  and  improving  the  same,  and  applying  the  principle  announced 
by  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Ard  v,  Brandon  (156  U.  S.,  537), 
wherein  it  was  held  under  an  application  to  enter  land  within  the 
indemnity  limits  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  grant,  wrongfully 
rejected,  and  from  which  no  appeal  was  taken,  but  where  the  party 
remained  in  possession  and  cultivated  the  lands,  that  his  right  under 
his  settlement  claim,  as  against  an  action  brought  to  recover  posses- 
sion from  him  by  a  party  claiming  through  the  grant,  was  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  he  took  no  appeal,  it  would  seem  that  Stuart  was  fully 
protected  in  his  possession  and  occupancy  of  this  land  as  against  the 
company  and  its  transferees. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  company  has  been  heard  under  the  rule 
issued  by  your  office  to  show  cause  I  have  to  direct  that  demand  be 
made  of  the  company  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887, 
for  the  reconveyance  of  this  land  to  the  United  States,  and  at  the 
expiration  of  the  time  allowed  under  the  statute  that  you  make  report 
of  the  action  taken  to  the  end  that  such  future  action  may  be  taken  by 
this  Department  as  the  facts  then  presented  by  the  record  may  warrant. 


FINAIi  PBOOr  PBOCEEDINGS— PROTEST— CONTEST. 

Beadley  V,  Wait. 

Aprotestant  against  final  proof  who  Bets  up  his  own  rigLt  to  enter  the  land  is  bonnd 
to  present  at  snch  time  all  objections  against  the  proposed  entry  then  known 
to  him. 

A  clerical  omission  occnrring  in  an  original  homestead  affidavit  does  not  furnish 
proper  ground  for  a  contest. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

25^1896.  (0.  J.  W.) 

March  4, 1884,  Thomas  H.  Bradley  filed  declaratory  statement  No. 
8333,  for  E.  i  NW.  J,  SW.  4  NW.  4,  Sec.  13,  and  SE.  i  NE.  J,  Sec.  14, 
T.  30  N.,  B.  6  W.,  Seattle,  Washington. 
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July  14, 1886,  Francis  M.  Wait  made  homestead  entry  No.  8274  for 
the  same  land. 

July  12,  1889,  Wait  offered  final  proof  against  the  acceptance  of 
which  Bradley  protested. 

The  local  officers  decided  adversely  to  protestant  and  he  appealed  to 
the  Commissiom  r  who  sustained  the  decision  of  the  local  offii-ers. 

Bradley  appealed  from  this  decision,  and  on  July  20, 1894,  the  matter 
was  passed  upon  here  (19  L.  D.,  82),  and  your  office  decision  adverse 
to  Bradley  was  affirmed. 

On  March  2, 1895,  final  certificate  No.  5038  was  issued  to  Wait. 

May  19,  1893,  Bradley,  pending  his  protest,  made  application  to 
contest  the  homestead  entry  of  Wait. 

On  February  16, 1895,  the  case  under  Bradley's  protest  proceedings 
was  closed  and  Wait  allowed  sixty  days  to  complete  his  entry  by  mak- 
ing the  necessary  payment,  which  was  done  before  final  certificate 
issued  March  2, 1895. 

On  April  12, 1893,  the  local  office,  by  request  of  Bradley  it  seems, 
transmitted  to  your  office  a  number  of  papers  filed  by  Bradley,  and 
amongst  them,  what  purported  to  be  a  contest.  The  grounds  of  contest 
stated  therein  are: 

1.  That  Wait  in  biB  original  homeetead  affidavit  did  not  show  his  qnalifioation  to 
make  a  homestead  entry,  as  he  omitted  therefrom  the  words  ''  I  am"  his  affidavit 
reading  ^'dosolemnly  swear  that  ....  a  native  born  citizen  of  the  United  States  etc. 

2.  That  the  applicant  to  contest  is  entitled,  by  his  settlement  and  application  for 
a  homestead  entry,  filed  with  his  papers,  to  the  laud  in  question. 

3.  That  Wait  has  made  various  agreements  to  dispose  of  tho  land. 

4.  It  is  sought  to  be  shown  by  exhibits  that  ftv  parte  testimony  was  taken  of  which 
he  had  no  notice  and  this  entry  ou  final  receipt — ''test'y  fee  of  $1.60  paid  for  710 
words  at  22^  cts.  per  100'*  is  cited  as  evidence. 

On  June  11, 1895,  passing  upon  these  grounds  of  contest  your  office 
held  them  insufficient  and  directed  their  dismissal.  From  this  action 
of  your  office,  Bradley  appealed,  and  the  same  is  now  before  me.  Two 
questions  are  presented : 

1.  Could  Bradley  be  heard  at  all  as  a  contestant,  except  for  cause 
arising  since  his  protest! 

2.  If  he  is  in  an  attitude  to  contest,  does  he  state  meritorious 
grounds? 

He  appears  first  as  a  protestant  against  the  final  proof  of  Wait  in 
which  he  insists  upon  his  prior  and  superior  right  to  the  land  over 
Wait.  He  was  essentially  a  contestant  and  bound  at  that  time  to  pre- 
sent all  objections  to  AVait's  entry,  then  known  to  him,  ui)on  which  he 
expected  to  rely.  He  claimed  the  right  to  make  entry  in  preference 
to  Wait,  and  put  his  own  right  in  issue,  notwithstanding  he  sought  to 
reach  his  end  through  the  construction  of  a  section  of  the  Kevised 
Statutes. 

One  who  attacks  an  entry  cannot  split  up  his  causes  of  complaint 
into  fractions  and  bring  a  number  of  suits  seriatim,  where  one  would 
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answer  all  purposes.  But  if  he  were  not  estopped  by  the  former  liti- 
gation I  am  nnable  to  find  anvthing  which  could  avail  him  in  his  present 
groauds  of  complaint. 

The  objection  to  Wait's  original  homestead  affidavit  seems  to  me  to 
be  without  weight  or  merit.  The  omission  of  the  words  "I  am,"  was 
clearly  a  mere  clerical  error,  cured  by  a  subsequent  affidavit  swearing 
to  his  citizenship,  but  there  is  no  allegation  that  he  was  not  a  citizen. 

The  second  proposition,  that  he,  Bradley,  is  entitled  by  his  prior  set- 
tlement to  the  land,  is  a  mere  assertion,  contradicted  by  the  result  of 
the  litigation  growing  out  of  his  protest. 

The  third  proposition,  that  Wait  has  made  various  agreements  to 
dispose  of  the  land,  presents  no  meritorious  or  well  defined  issue,  and 
the  brief  and  exhibit's  filed  in  support  of  it  do  not  make  a  case  which 
indicates  that  a  hearing  is  necessary. 

The  last  charge,  that  ex  parte  evidence  had  been  taken  of  which  he 
had  no  notice,  without  stating  what  evidence  and  where  taken,  presents 
DO  actionable  cause  of  complaint.  The  reason  offered  to  support  this 
general  charge,  quoted  from  the  record,  furnishes  the  evidence  which 
demonstrates  its  want  of  merit.  I  must  therefore  approve  your  office 
decision. 


HOM£ST£AI>  ENTRY— SETTLEMENT  RIGHT. 

COURVEL  V.   SAVOIE. 

The  right  of  a  homesteader  to  perfect  his  entry  is  not  defeated  hy  the  prior  occu- 
pancy of  a  portion  of  the  land  by  one  who  is  not  at  such  time  asserting  any 
claim  thereto  under  the  settlement  laws. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

25,  1896.  (F.  W.  0.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Augustine  Courvel  from  your  office 
decision  of  April  24, 1895,  rejecting  his  homestead  application  covering 
the  KW.  J  of  Sec.  13,  T.  8  S.,  E.  3  E.,  New  Orleans  land  district,  Louisi- 
ana, and  holding  for  reinstatement  the  homestead  entry  made  by  Oscar 
Savoie  covering  the  same  land. 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  Kew 
Orleans  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  and  on  December  10, 1885,  Oscar 
Savoie  applied  to  enter  the  same  under  the  homestead  laws  alleging 
settlement  thereon  in  February,  1879. 

On  December  1, 1886,  P.  M.  Moutousse  was  permitted  by  the  local 
oflScers  to  make  homestead  entry  of  this  land,  notwithstanding  the  pend- 
ing application  by  Savoie.  Said  entry  was  afterwards  canceled,  and 
although  he  was  a  party  to  the  subsequent  proceedings  had  in  relation 
to  this  land,  yet,  as  he  failed  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers  adverse  to  him,  which  decision  was  sustained  by  your  office,  be 
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is  no  longer  a  party  to  the  case  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  recite  the  sub- 
sequent action  taken  in  the  matter  of  his  claimed  rights  under  his 
settlement  made  upon  this  land. 

By  your  office  letter  of  March  16, 1887,  the  application  of  Savoie  was 
considered  and  a  hearing  was  ordered  the  railroad  company  being 
made  a  party,  which  hearing  resulted  in  departmental  decision  of 
March  25, 1889,  in  which  it  was  held  under  the  authority  of  the  deci- 
sion of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  Simon  Leger  (7  L.  D.,  487),  that 
the  withdrawal  made  for  indemnity  purposes  on  account  of  this  grant, 
was  in  violation  of  law  and  void,  and  as  no  selection  had  been  made  of 
the  land  prior  to  the  settlement  and  tender  of  application  by  Savoie, 
the  land  was  open  to  Savoie's  settlement  and  entry  and  the  company's 
claim  thereto  was  rejected. 

The  company  filed  a  motion  for  the  review  of  this  decision,  but  sub- 
sequently filed  a  relinquishment  in  favor  of  Savoie,  and  on  October  15, 
1892,  the  motion  was  dismissed. 

It  now  appears  that  during  these  proceedings  arising  from  Savoie's 
application  presented  in  1885,  to  wit,  on  April  28, 1887,  the  receiver 
forwarded  an  application  by  Augustine  Courvel  to  enter  this  land  under 
the  homestead  laws,  in  which  he  alleges  settlement  upon  the  land  in 
January,  1870. 

By  your  office  letter  of  October  28, 1892,  a  hearing  was  ordered  between 
Savoie  and  Courvel  in  order  to  determine  their  respective  rights  under 
their  separate  applications.  After  this  order  for  a  hearing,  and  before 
the  same  had  been  had,  the  local  officers  permitted  Savoie  to  make  home- 
stead entry  of  the  land.  This  entry  was  ordered  canceled  by  your  office 
letter  of  August  4, 1893,  as  being  improperly  allowed  after  the  order  for 
a  hearing,  and  Savoie  appealed  to  this  Department.  Said  appeal  was 
considered  in  departmental  decision  of  October  9, 1894,  in  which  it  was 
held: 

As  the  entry  papers  by  Savoie  do  not  appear  to  have  been  formally  canceled  upon 
the  record,  and  the  hearing  has  been  had,  as  before  referred  to,  I  have  to  direct  that 
8avoie^s  entry  be  permitted  to  stand  subject  to  the  decision  upon  the  record  made  at 
the  hearing  had  between  the  parties,  which  you  will  consider  at  your  earliest  con- 
venience. 

Said  record  was  considered  in  your  office  decision  of  April  4, 1895, 
from  which  Courvel  has  appealed,  and  in  said  decision  you  find  that 
Courvel  in  the  year  1870  purchased  a  tract  of  land  from  one  Wm.  Smith, 
adjoining  that  in  question.  After  Courvel  had  been  living  upon  the 
land  purchased  for  several  years  a  private  survey  was  made  of  the 
tract  adjoining  which  survey  disclosed  that  the  house  in  which  he  lived, 
and  some  of  his  other  improvements  were  upon  the  land  here  in  ques- 
tion.   The  value  of  these  improvements  is  placed  at  about  $125. 

Savoie  did  not  settle  upon  the  land  until  long  after  Courvel's  pur- 
chase, but  it  is  clearly  shown  that  Courvel  did  not  lay  claim  to  any 
portion  of  the  land  in  question  under  the  settlement  laws,  and  although 
he  was  well  aware  of  the  claim  set  up  by  Savoie,  he  made  no  attempt 
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to  assert  a  claim  under  the  settlement  laws  until  1887,  more  than  two 
years  after  Savoie  had  filed  his  homestead  application. 

In  view  of  departmental  decision  of  March  25, 1889,  before  referred 
to,  it  mast  be  held  that  this  land  was  properly  subject  to  Savoie's  entry 
and  application  when  presented  in  1885,  and  no  such  claim  had  been 
showo  by  Gourvel  as  would  defeat  Savoie's  rights  thereunder.  His 
entry  of  the  land  will  therefore  be  permitted  to  stand  and  the  applica- 
tion by  Courvel  will  stand  rejected. 

Tonr  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— NOTICE  OF  APPEAL-BtJLE  48  OT  PRACTICE. 

Butler  v.  Robinson. 

A  notice  of  appeal,  from  a  decision  of  the  local  office,  left  in  the  office  and  upon  the 
desk  of  the  appellee's  attorney,  may  be  regarded  as  sufficient,  if  the  fact  that 
such  notice  was  actually  received  by  said  attorney  is  apparent  from  the  record. 

The  finding  of  facts  by  the  local  office  should  not  be  held  final  under  rule  48  of  prao- 
tice  if  based  on  matters  not  properly  at  issue  under  the  law. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Jantux/ry 

25^  1896.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

James  M.  Bobinson  has  applied  for  an  order  directing  your  office  to 
certify  to  the  Department  tbe  record  in  the  matter  of  his  timber-culture 
entry  for  lots  1, 2, 3, 4, 5,  and  6,  of  S^c.  8,  T.  16  S.,  E.  1  W.,  Los  Angeles 
land  district,  California,  against  which  contest  has  been  filed  by  one 
William  J.  Butler. 

On  January  15, 1894,  the  local  officers  rendered  decision  recommend- 
ing the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

Notice  of  said  decision  was  given  the  defendant  by  registered  letter 
on  Janaary  26, 1894 ;  hence  his  time  for  appeal  expired  on  March  7, 1894. 

On  March  1, 1894  (within  the  time  prescribed,  as  above),  the  defend- 
ant filed  notice  of  appeal,  as  follows : 

J.  M.  Robinson  hereby  gives  notice  that  he  does  not  waive  his  rights  of  appeal 
from  decision  or  recommendation  of  register  and  receiver  of  January  14, 1894,  by 
reason  of  this  application  for  review  and  further  taking  of  testimony ;  and  does 
appeal  on  all  the  statutory  grounds  allowed  for  appeal  in  such  cases ;  that  it  was 
gross  error  to  find  that  five  acres  were  not  plowed  the  second  year,  and  that  the 
fint  five  acres  were  not  cultivated  the  second  year,  and  criminal  error  to  find  as  to 

any  fact  outside  of  these  two  years  covered  by  the  affidavit  of  contest 

Filed  in  the  event  of  adverse  decision,  on  motion  in  good  faith  and  not  for  delay, 
this  28th  day  of  February,  1892. 

On  the  same  day  he  filed  a  motion  for  review.  Both  motions  were 
accompanied  by  evidence  of  service  upon  S.  S.  Knoles,  attorney  for 
contestant,  on  February  28, 1894.  Whether  such  service  was  legal 
advice  is  one  of  the  pivotal  questions  in  the  case,  which  will  be  dis- 
cussed hereafter. 
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On  March  6, 1894,  Bobinsou  filed  a  motion  for  a  rehearing.  The 
motions  of  March  1,  for  review,  and  of  March  6,  for  rehearing,  were 
denied  by  the  local  officers  on  March  10. 

On  April  23,  1894,  Eobinson  filed  a  paper  which  he  endorsed, 
^^  Second  application  for  rehearing,  and  appeal  from  denial  dated 
March  10, 1894,  and  appeal  from  second  denial,  and  appeal  from  recom- 
mendation of  January  15, 1894.'' 

On  April  24,  1894,  the,  contestant  Butler,  by  his  attorney,  filed  a 
motion  that  the  record  be  forwarded  by  the  local  officers  to  your  office, 
for  the  reason  that  their  decision  of  January  15, 1894,  had  become  final, 
no  appeal  therefrom  having  been  filed.  The  motion  was  accompanied 
by  said  Knoles's  affidavit,  that  no  notice  of  appeal,  review,  rehearing, 
or  of  any  kind,  had  been  "  served  "  on  him. 

The  local  officers,  whether  by  oversight  or  for  some  other  reason  not 
made  clear  by  the  record,  had  failed  to  transmit  to  your  office  defend- 
ant's appeal  filed  March  1,  1894  [supra) -^  and  on  March  5,  1895,  your 
office,  finding  no  appeal  in  the  record  before  it,  held  the  finding  of  the 
local  officers  as  to  facts  to  be  final  (under  Rule  48  of  Practice),  canceled 
Robinson's  entry,  and  closed  the  case. 

On  March  18, 1895,  defendant  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  your  office 
decision  of  March  5, 1895 — as  yet  supposing  that  his  appeal  was  in 
your  office. 

Defendant's  appeal,  filed  in  the  local  office  od  March  1, 1894  (supra)^ 
was  received  by  your  office  on  May  2, 1895. 

Up  to  the  last  named  date,  defendant  Robinson  had  acted  as  his  own 
attorney.  He  now  employed  an  attorney  in  Washington,  who,  on  May 
11, 1895,  filed  an  appeal  from  your  office  to  the  Department. 

On  June  12, 1895,  your  office,  considering  the  entire  record  before  it, 
as  above  set  forth,  found  that  the  defendant's  appeal  from  the  action  of 
the  local  officers  had  never  been  properly  served,  refused  therefore  to 
disturb  its  decision  of  March  5, 1895,  and  declined  to  transmit  to  the 
Department  the  appeal  filed  May  11, 1895. 

Thereupon  an  application  for  certiorari  is  filed,  contending  that  your 
office  erred : 

1.  In  holding  that  an  appeal  from  the  register  and  receiver's  decision  of  January 
15, 1895,  was  necessary. 

2.  In  holding  that  defendant's  notice  of  appeal  from  that  decision  was  defectirely 
served. 

The  material  portions  of  the  register  and  receiver's  decision  were  as 
follows : 

The  drift  of  the  testimony,  and  the  preponderance  of  it  also,  will  he  found,  we 
think,  to  he  in  favor  of  the  contestant.  The  plowing  appears  to  have  heen  mainly 
done  hy  a  Chinaman,  whose  team  consisted  of  one  horse.  It  is  easy  to  credit  the  tes- 
timony of  the  witnesses  for  the  contestant  that  it  was  very  bad  work;  that  the 
ground  was  nowhere  well  broken,  and  did  not  show  any  thorough  cultivation.  We 
think,  too,  that  the  evidence  is  against  the  defendant  as  to  the  acreage  required  to 
be  cultivated.    In  the  matter  of  the  grain  crop  the  dispute  is  sharp,  but  the  testi- 
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mony  of  the  surveyor  and  at  least  one  other  witness,  presumably  disinterested,  favors 
contestant.  As  to  the  matter  of  planting  trees,  those  alive  aud  growing  are  declared 
to  have  been  planted  by  a  former  occupant  of  the  land,  and  not  by  Robinson. 

We  feel  compelled  to  conclude  that  the  claim  has  been  neglected  to  such  an  extent 
as  to  show  lack  of  the  good  faith  required  in  these  oases,  and  that  neither  in  spirit 
nor  letter  have  the  requirements  of  law  been  complied  with;  and  we  therefore  rec- 
ommend that  the  contest  be  sustained. 

Toar  office  has  treated  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  as  couclasive 
on  the  facts;  but  the  petitioner  contends  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  judg- 
ment of  your  office  on  the  evidence — even  if  there  were  no  appeal — ^for 
the  reason  set  forth  in  clause  Ko.  1  of  Eule  48  of  Practice,  inasmuch 
as  *' gross  irregularity  is  suggested  on  the  face  of  the  papers,''  The 
charge's  were  that  the  defendant  (1)  did  not  break  or  plow  five  acres  of 
said  land  during  the  first  year;  (2)  that  he  did  not  break  or  plow  an 
additional  five  acres  during  the  second  year;  (3)  that  he  did  not  culti- 
vate said  first  five  acres  to  crop  or  otherwise  during  the  second  year; 
(4)  that  he  has  not  complied  with  any  specific  requirement  of  the  timber- 
calture  act.  The  petitioner  contends  that  the  allegata  and  the  probata 
do  not  correspond,  as  should  be  the  case  according  to  numerous  depart- 
mental decisions — citing  Piatt  v.  Vachon  (7  L,  D,,  408);  Jeuks  t\  Hart- 
well  (13  L.  D.,  337);  Prince  v.  Wadsworth  (5  L.  D.,  299);  Andrews  v. 
Corey  (7  L.  D,,  89);  and  adds: 

The  only  facts  that  can  be  said  to  be  found  in  the  register  and  receiver's  decision 
are:  (1)  That  the  plowing  was  mainly  done  by  a  Chinaman,  whose  team  consisted 
of  ooe  horse;  (2)  That  the  land  had  been  neglected  and  the  requirements  of  the  law 
have  not  been  complied  with,  so  that  bad  faith  may  be  inferred. 

So  far  as  the  finding  relates  to  the  Chinamaui  it  is  obviously  immaterial.  No 
reason  appears  why  a  Chinaman  could  not  plow  as  well  as  anybody  else ;  and  the 
Department  will  certainly  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the  deficiencies  of  Chinamen 
in  general,  or  of  this  one  in  particular.  Nor  does  it  appear,  directly  or  inferentially^ 
that  one  bortie  was  not  sufficient  for  the  plowing;  and  the  decision  does  not  even 
purport  to  express  an  opinion  to  that  effect. 

The  charge  of  bad  faith  was  not  made  in  the  contest  affidavit;  and  any  evidence 
on  that  point,  if  offered,  was  irrelevant  and  inadmissible.  Proof  of  bad  faith  wiU 
not  support  an  aUegation  of  failure  to  plant  and  cultivate  (Alexander  v,  Hamlin,  17 
L.D..  452).  The  only  charge  is  failure  to  do  certain  specific  work;  and  the  register 
and  receiver  utterly  ignore  the  evidence  as  to  that  work.  .  .  .  .  It  was  error 
to  hold  that  any  appeal  from  the  register  and  receiver's  decision  was  necessary ;  and 
the  decision  below  is  erroneous  in  closing  the  case  against  the  defendant  on  that 
ground. 

The  second  qaestion  in  issue  is,  whether  the  defendant's  appeal  from 
the  local  officers  was  properly  served  upon  counsel  for  the  contestant.  ' 

The  defendant  makes  affidavit  that  he  served  said  appeal  by  leaving 
a  copy  thereof  in  the  office  and  on  the  desk  of  S.  S.  Knoles,  attorney 
for  the  contestant,  on  February  28, 1894.  This  affidavit  is  corroborated 
by  A.  F.  Merchant,  who  states  that  on  or  about  February  28,  1894,  he 
saw  the  defendant  place  some  papers  on  Mr.  Knoles's  desk.  Knoles, 
in  his  affidavit  executed  April  23,  1894,  states  that,  up  to  that  date,  no 
notice  of  any  kind  had  been  nerved  on  him  or  anyone  in  his  behalf;  but 
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it  is  suggested  tbat  he  may  have  received  and  read  the  letter  left  upon 
his  desk  by  defeudaut,  without  considering  it  to  have  been  "served'* 
on  him.  That  his  statements  in  this  connection  are  not  entirely  relia- 
ble is  shown  by  the  fact  that  in  his  affidavit  executed  April  23, 1804,  he 
asserts  that  no  notice  of  any  kind  had  been  served  on  him  by  the 
defendant  or  any  one  in  his  behalf,  while  in  his  letter  transmitting  said 
affidavit  he  admits  that  a  copy  of  defendant's  second  application  for  a 
rehearing  had  been  served  upon  him  on  April  20, 1804.  The  defendant^ 
in  his  affidavit  executed  April  26, 1805,  declares  "that  the  said  S.  S. 
Knoles  has,  since  said  day"  (February 28, 1804),  "admitted  that  he  had 
received  the  copies  of  said  papers  left  by  affiant  in  the  office  of  said 
Knoles  as  aforesaid."  Elnoles,  in  his  motion  to  dismiss  the  petition  for 
certiorari,  filed  December  31,  1805,  does  not  deny  having  actually 
received  said  papers;  with  manifest  careful  avoidance  of  any  direct 
contradiction  of  defendant's  statement,  he  says:  "  We  do  know  we  were 
not  served  with  notice  of  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  office  of 
January  15, 1804." 

Finding  as  a  fact,  therefore,  that  a  notice  of  said  decision  was  laid 
upon  the  table  in  the  office  of  counsel  for  contestant,  and  was,  as  might 
naturally  be  presumed,  and  as  has  since  been  acknowledged  by  him,  in 
fact  actually  received,  there  remains  the  question  whether  under  the 
circumstances  set  forth  he  was  legally  served  with  notice  of  said 
decision  t 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Califor- 
nia or  of  any  other  State  or  Territory  can  properly  be  recognized  by 
this  Department  as  controlling,  where  the  departmental  Rules  of  Prac- 
tice have  made  explicit  provisions. 

The  law  and  the  departmental  Rules  of  Practice  are  especially  careful 
with  regard  to  service  of  notice  whereby  jurisdiction  is  acquired;  and 
the  Department  has  repeatedly  held  that  notice  which  is  not  sufficient 
to  confer  jurisdiction,  may  be  sufficient  for  other  purposes.  See  Ander- 
son V.  Rey  (12  L.  D.,  620-1) : 

Notice  of  certain  interlocutory  motions,  proceedings,  orders,  and  decisions,  may 
be  made  either  personaUy  or  by  registered  letter  through  the  mail;  but  the  rules 
make  no  provision  for  the  service  of  a  notice  of  contest  by  registered  letter. 

(See  also  Driscoll  i\  Johnson,  11  L.  D.,  604,  and  cases  therein  cited.) 
]  am  strongly  impressed  with  the  conviction  that  the  contestant 
actually  received  a  copy  of  defendant's  appeal,  and  in  my  opinion  it 
was  sufficient  notice  of  the  same. 

The  decision  of  your  office  makes  no  finding  of  facts,  but  accepts  the 
finding  of  the  local  officers,  and  in  view  thereof  affirms  their  decision. 
Yet  nothing  can  be  clearer  than  that  their  decision  is  based  largely,  if 
not  wholly,  upon  statements  which  would  not  warrant  nor  justify  their 
conclusion.  They  say:  "  In  the  matter  of  the  grain-crop  the  dispute  is 
sharp;"  but  it  is  utterly  unimportant  whether  or  not  the  defendant 
raised  any  grain-crop;  the  requirement  of  the  law  is  that  the  entryman 
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shall  "cultivate  to  crop,  or  otherwise-^ — the  purjwse  being,  not  to  raise 
a  crop,  bat  to  put  the  land  in  a  condition  for  tree-raising.  They  say 
further:  "As  to  the  matter  of  planting  trees,  those  alive  and  growing 
are  declared  to  have  been  planted  by  a  former  occupant  of  the  land 
and  not  by  Robinson."  But  the  contest  aflfidavit  covered — and  inas- 
much as  the  third  year  of  the  entry  had  not  expired,  it  could  cover — 
only  the  first  two  years  of  the  entry;  and  the  law  does  not  require  the 
entryman  to  do  any  planting  during  either  of  those  years.  In  short,  it 
is  plain  upon  the  face  of  their  decision  that  the  local  officers,  in  densest 
ignorance  of  the  demands  of  the  timber-culture  law,  found  bad  faith  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  his 
entry,  for  not  having  done  what  the  law  does  not  require  him  to  do. 

Under  such  circumstances,  the  contingency  having  arisen  which  is 
contemplated  in  the  first  clause  of  Eole  48  of  Practice — gross  irregu- 
larity being  suggested  on  the  face  of  the  papers — the  decision  of  the 
local  officers  ought  not  to  have  been  considered  final  as  to  the  facts, 
even  if  the  defendant  had  not  appealed. 

In  my  opinion,  justice  to  the  applicant  demands  that  the  record  of 
this  case  should  be  certified  to  the  Department,  and  I  so  direct. 


CONTESTANT— PREFERRED  RIGHT  OF  ENTRY— RELINQUISHMENT. 

O'Connor  et  al.  v,  Willard's  Heirs. 

A  contestant  is  nbt  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  relinquishment  filed  during  the 
pendency  of  charges  of  such  character,  and  so  presented,  that  it  must  be  held  the 
relinquishment  was  not  the  result  of  the  contest. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

J25y  1896.  {Gr.  B.  G.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Patrick  O'Connor  et  al.  v.  the  heirs  of 
W,  P.  Willard  on  appeal  of  plaintiffs  from  your  office  decision  of  June 
1, 1895,  directing  the  issue  of  final  papers  on  desert  land  entry,  jSTo.  39, 
for  the  S.  i  NE.  i,  S.  i  and  NW.  i  of  NW.  J  Sec.  34,  Tp.  27  8.,  K.  25 
£.,  Visalia  land  district,  California. 

This  entry  was  made  on  April  2, 1877,  by  W.  P.  Willard.  It  is  one 
of  the  desert  land  entries  in  the  Visalia,  California  land  district,  that 
was  suspended  from  September  28, 1877,  until  February  10, 1891. 

On  May  6, 1892,  Patrick  O'Connor,  et.  al.  filed  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry  alleging: 

a 

1st.  That  the  said  land  was  not  at  the  date  of  said  entry  and  never  bad  been  desert 
land. 

2nd.  That  said  entry  was  not  made  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  said  claimants  but 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  some  other  person^  to  this  contestant  unknown. 

3rd.  That  said  entryman  has  never  reclaimed  said  tract  of  land  or  any  part  ther(H)f. 
by  conducting  water  thereon. 
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This  contest  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  your  office  affirmed 
that  action  and  on  appeal  to  the  Department  it  was  here  held  on  April 
16, 1894,  that  the  second  charge  in  the  affidavit  of  contest ''  is  altogether 
too  indefinite  to  base  a  contest  on.^  and  <Hhe  third  charge,  that  of 
non-reclamation  is  premature." 

It  was  further  held  however  that  the  first  charge  in  the  affidavit  of 
contest  is  sufficiently  specific  and  the  case  was  remanded  with  direc- 
tions that  a  hearing  be  ordered  before  the  local  office  ^^  to  determine  the 
character  of  the  land  at  date  of  entry." 

On  March  16,  1893,  George  A.  Willard,  as  administrator  of  W.  P. 
Willard  deceased,  offered  final  proof  on  said  desert  land  entry,  except 
as  to  the  NE.  J  and  NE.  J  of  SB.  J  section  34,  Tp.  27,  S.,  R.  25  E.  which 
he  that  day  relinquished.  Said  entry  was  canceled  as  to  the  part 
relinquished  and  on  the  same  day  March  16,  1893,  State  indemnity 
school  selection  was  presented  therefor,  which  selection  was  filed  and 
held  suspended  pending  the  final  disposition  of  the  aforesaid  contest 
then  pending. 

Patrick  O'Connor  et  al.  protested  against  the  acceptance  of  said  fijial 
proof  and  having  offered  to  pay  all  cost  of  the  proceedings,  were 
allowed  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses  who  had  testified  on  the  final 
proof. 

On  May  3,  1893,  the  local  officers  rejected  the  said  proof  and  on  May 
31,  following  appeal  was  made  to  your  office.  At  the  time  the  aforesaid 
departmental  decision  herein  was  rendered  the  final  proof  of  claimants 
had  not  been  passed  on  by  your  office,  and  the  Department  for  this 
reason  declined  to  pass  on  that  in  advance  of  an  expression  of  opinion 
thereon  by  your  office. 

On  May  17, 1894,  your  office  remanded  the  case  to  the  local  officers 
and  by  letter  of  that  date  ordered  a  hearing  in  accordance  with  the 
said  departmental  decision  of  April  16, 1894. 

Before  the  day  finally  set  for  a  hearing  the  contestant  Patrick 
O'Connor,  filed  a  petition  and  affidavit,  in  the  nature  of  an  amendment 
to  the  original  contest,  setting  forth  that  the  land  had  never  been 
reclaimed  by  claimant,  nor  the  heirs  of  said  claimant,  and  fiurther 
alleging  that  claimant  nor  his  heirs  have  any  water  right  with  which 
to  reclaim  said  land,  and  alleging  that  the  final  proof  submitted  as  to 
the  reclamation  of  said  entry  is  null  and  void. 

On  December  27, 1894,  the  local  oHicers  rendered  their  joint  decision 
wherein  it  is  stated. 

We  have  examined  the  record  and  proceedings  in  this  case,  and  find  no  evidence 
introduced  in  snpport  of  the  charges  as  to  the  non* desert  character  of  the  land,  nor 
as  to  the  fraud  in  the  entry  and  we  hold  that  the  insufficiency  of  the  proof  of  recla- 
mation 18  not  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  this  office  as  the  matter  of  the  proof  of  the 
reclamation  is  now  pending  before  the  Hon.  Commissioner  on  appeal  from  the  rejec- 
tion by  tills  office. 

O'Connor  et  al.  appealed  and  on  June  1,  1895,  your  office  considered 
tog;ether  the  appeal  of  the  contestants  and  the  final  proof  submitted 
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by  the  heirs  of  the  entryman,  affirming  the  local  officers,  and  holding 
the  final  proof  sufficient. 

This  decision  was  the  subject  of  review  by  your  office  opinion  of 
October  21, 1895,  wherein  the  same  general  conclusion  was  reached. 

The  present  appeal  assigns  ten  specifications  of  error. 

Briefly  the  contention  of  appellants  is  that  your  office  erred  in  approv- 
ing the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver,  that  it  was  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  that  office  to  hear  and  determine  the  charge  of  non- 
reclamation  ;  that  it  was  error  to  refuse  to  award  to  the  contestants  a 
preference  right  to  enter  the  land  relinquished  by  the  desert  land  claim- 
ants iu  the  face  of  their  contest,  and  that  it  was  error  to  accept  claim- 
ant's final  proof  as  sufficient. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  under  t^he  decision  of  the  Department  the 
case  was  remanded  for  a  hearing  on  one  issue  alone — the  character  of 
the  land  at  date  of  entry.  This  charge  appears  to  have  been  practically 
abandoned,  no  evidence  having  been  offered  in  support  thereof.  Indeed 
a  charge  that  land  was  not  desert  land  at  date  of  entry  is  under  strict 
rales  of  pleading  inconsistent  with  the  charge  that  it  has  not  been 
reclaimed,  and  can  only  be  justified  on  the  ground  that  the  govern- 
ment is  a  party  in  interest  and  will  entertain  charges  that  a  statute 
has  been  violated  in  more  than  one  of  its  requirements,  however  incon- 
sistent such  charges  may  be.  The  charge  of  non-reclamation  when  first 
made  was  premature,  and  although  the  contestants  may  have  had  the 
right  to  amend  their  affidavit  of  contest  after  the  case  was  remanded, 
it  does  not  appear  how  their  interests  would  be  thereby  advanced.  The 
insistence  is  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  preference  right  to  the  land 
relinquished  while  their  contest  was  pending.  This  is  based  on  the 
rale  that  a  relinquishment  made  while  a  contest  is  pending  against  the 
entry,  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  the  result  of  the  contest,  and  the 
contestants  doubtless  recognizing  the  weakness  of  their  charge  as  to 
the  non-desert  character  of  the  land  saw  the  necessity  of  keeping  alive 
the  charge  of  non-reclamation,  which  was  in  the  first  instance  prema- 
turely made. 

Briefly  stated  the  question  presented  resolves  itself  into  this — Does 
any  preference  right  to  enter  lands  relinquished  while  a  contest  is  pend- 
ing, lie  when  it  appears  that  the  charges  were  either  false  or  premature. 

This  branch  of  the  case  might  be  elindnated  on  the  ground  that  all 
questions  relating  to  preference  rights  should  be  reserved  until  there 
has  been  an  attempt  to  exercise  such  right,  but  the  contestants  ask  for 
an  adjudication  now  and  a  present  settlement  will  relieve  your  office  of 
fiiture  embarrassment  in  disposing  of  the  land. 

A  contestant  is  entitled  to  a  preference  right  to  enter  land  relin- 
quished after  the  initiation  of  his  contest  against  the  entry  thereof,  if 
the  relinquishment  is  the  result  of  his  contest. 

Ft  does  not  appear  in  this  case  that  the  land  relinquished  had  been 
reclaimed,  but  at  the  time  the  charge  of  non -reclamation  was  made  it 
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was  premature  and  did  not  lie,  hence  from  a  legal  standpoint  there  was 
no  contest  pending  on  this  ground. 

The  charge  that  the  land  was  not  desert  land  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  supported  by  evidence. 

I  must  therefore  hold  that  the  relinquishment  filed  herein  was  not 
the  result  of  plaintiff's  contest  and  that  no  preference  right  was  gained 
thereby. 

As  to  that  part  of  the  entry  on  which  claimants  have  offered  final 
proof  I  have  examined  the  proof  submitted  and  agree  with  your  office 
decision  that  said  proof  is  sufficient. 

Appellant's  protest  is  therefore  dismissed  and  the  decision  appealed 
firom  is  affirmed. 


timber  culture  extry-final  proof. 
Edgab  M.  Jessup. 

In  the  submisBion  of  final  timber  culture  proof  the  personal  testimony  of  the  entry- 
man  should  be  taken  before  some  officer  authorized  to  administer  oaths  in  the 
district  in  which  the  land  is  situated. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

25,  1896.  (VV.  A.  B.) 

Edgar  M.  Jessup  made  timber  culture  entry  on  July  29, 1885,  for  the 
NE.  J  of  the  8E.  i  of  Sec.  27,  T.  119  N.,  R.  67  W.,  Furon,  South  Dakota, 
land  district. 

March  12,  1894,  he  filed  petition  asking  that  in  the  making  of  final 
proof  on  said  entry  he  be  permitted  to  give  his  own  testimony  before 
the  clerk  of  the  superior  court  at  Los  Angeles,  California,  where  he 
now  resides. 

This  petition  was  denied  by  your  office  on  July  24,  1894,  and  from 
said  decision  Jessup  has  appealed. 

He  alleges  in  said  petition,  which  is  sworn  to,  that  he  has  complied 
with  the  timber  culture  law  for  the  required  period,  and  now  desires  to 
offer  his  final  proof;  that  his  witnesses  reside  in  the  vicinity  of  said 
tract  and  can  testify  before  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  the  county  in 
which  the  land  is  situated,  but  that  he  himself  is  now  a  resident  of  Los 
Angeles,  California;  that  his  claim  contains  only  forty  acres,  and  is 
worth  about  $200;  that  he  has  been  put  to  expense  already  upon  the 
same,  and  if  he  is  compelled  to  go  to  South  Dakota  to  have  his  testimony 
taken  there,  it  will  cost  more  than  the  claim  is  worth. 

Section  24  of  a  circular  issued  June  27,  1887  (6  L.  D.,  280),  in  regard 
to  timber  culture  claims,  reads  as  follows : 

In  making  fiual  proof  the  claimant  (or^  if  he  he  dead,  his  heirs  or  legal  representa- 
tives,)  must  appear  in  person  with  at  least  two  witnessen  at  the  land  office  of  the 
district  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  and  there  make  th«*  necewHary  proofs;  or  the 
affidavit  of  the  party  may  he  made,  and  his  testimony,  and  the  testimony  of  his 
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witnesses,  j^ven  before  a  jndge  or  olerk  of  a  court  of  record  in  such  land  district; 
but  all  the  proof  must  be  taken  at  the  same  time  and  place  and  before  the  same 
officer. 

In  January,  1895,  your  office  transmitted  to  the  Department  the  draft 
of  a  proposed  circular  modifying  the  above  section  so  as  to  permit  the 
claimant  himself  (or,  if  he  be  dead,  his  heirs  or  legal  representatives,) 
to  give  his  testimony  on  final  proof  before  the  clerk  of  any  court  of 
record,  the  rule  remaining  unchanged  as  to  the  witnesses,  who  would 
ptill  be  required  to  give  their  testimony  in  the  district  in  which  the  land 
is  situated. 

This  draft  was  returned  to  your  office  on  January  22,  1895,  unap- 
proved.   In  returning  it  the  following  language  was  used: 

I->om  a  careful  consideration  of  the  matter  I  am  unable  to  give  luy  approval  to  the 
proposed  change. 

The  uniform  construction  of  this  Department  has  always  been  to  restrict  the 
making  of  the  affidavit  in  connection  with  the  entry,  or  final  proof  thereon,  to  be 
made  before  officers  authorized  to  administer  oaths  in  the  district  in  which  the  land 
is  situated.  While  the  timber  culture  law  makes  no  specific  requirement  of  proof  on 
the  part  of  the  claimant,  yet  any  affidavit  or  other  form  of  proof,  made  in  support 
of  the  timber  culture  entry,  should  be  made  before  some  officer  authorized  to  admin- 
ister oaths  in  the  district  in  which  the  land  is  situated. 

To  require  claimants  to  make  their  proof  before  some  officer  authorizecl  to 
administer  oaths  within  the  land  district  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  may  impose 
a  hardship,  and  in  some  cases  the  claimant  may  not  be  able  to  comply  therewith,  yet 
such  special  cases  may  better  be  made  the  subject  of  confirmation  by  the  board  than 
to  change  the  rule  and  permit  the  proof  of  the  claimant  to  be  made  otherwise  than 
before  some  officer  within  the  land  district. 

Jessup's  petition  must  therefore  be  denied. 
Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


STVAMP  LAND  GRANT— AGENT'S  REPORT. 

Oregon  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  State  of  Oregon. 

Concurrent  reports  of  the  State  and  government  agents  as  to  the  swampy  character 
of  specific  tracts  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  based  upon  an  investigation  made  by 
said  agents  in  1885,  will  not  warrant  favorable  action  by  the  Department  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  furnished  by  the  State  as  to  the  character  of  each  sub- 
division. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  3j  1896.  (J.  L.) 

On  June  7,  1894,  the  Oregon  Central  Railroad  Company  filed  an 
appeal  firom  your  office  decision  of  February  19, 1894,  wherein  your 
office  awarded  to  the  State  of  Oregon  as  swamp  and  overflowed  lands 
made  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation,  the  following  tracts  of  land  in  Ore- 
gon City  land  district,  Oregon,  and  held  for  rejection  the  company's 
claim  to  the  same,  to  wit:  [description  omitted]  aggregating  557.72 
acres. 
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By  the  same  decision  your  office  directed  the  local  officers  to  order  a 
hearing  to  determine  the  character  (as  swamp  or  non-swamp)  of  lot  6 
of  Sec.  32,  T.  3  N.,  R.  1  W.,  containing  24.10  acres. 

It  appears  that  by  letter  dated  January  29, 1894,  Sylvester  Pennoyer, 
governor  of  Oregon,  requested  your  office 

''to  cauHe  such  steps  to  be  taken  as  shall  allow  the  State  of  Oregon  an  oppor> 
tunity  to  prove  in  such  manner  as  yon  may  approve  that  the  following  described 
lands  are  swamp  and  overflowed,  to  wit : 

Lot  2  of  Sec.    7.  T.  3  N.,  R.  1  W.,  of  the  WiUimette  Meridian. 

Lotl  "       16,       *'        "  "  " 

Lot  4  "       15,       **        "■  "  " 

Lot  6  "       22,       "        "  "  " 

Lot?  *'       21,T.4N.,R.1W,,  "  " 

SW.JNE.i     "       21,       "        "  "  " 

On  February  19,  1894,  your  office,  in  response  to  said  letter,  directed 
a  hearing  to  determine  the  character  of  said  lot  6  of  section  32,  T.  3  K., 
R.  1  W.;  for  the  reason,  that 

Agent  Shackleford  of  this  office,  and  the  agent' on  the  part  of  the  State,  who  exam- 
ined the  land  in  1885,  reported  the  same  to  be  swamp  and  overflowed  land  within  the 
meaning  of  the  grant;  and  John  S.  Roe  an  agent  of  this  office,  who  made  a  subse- 
quent examination,  classed  said  lot  as  dry  land. 

Your  office  then  proceeded  to  award  to  the  State  of  Oregon  "as 
swamp  and  overflowed  lands  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Septem- 
ber 28,  1850,  as  extended  to  the  State  of  Oregon  by  the  act  of  March 
12,  1860  (12  Stat,  3),"  all  of  the  twenty-two  subdivisions  of  land 
described  in  the  list  first  above  copied,  and  held  the  railroad  company's 
selection  of  and  claim  to  said  twenty  two  subdivisions  for  rejection;  for 
the  reason  '^  that  they  had  been  found  to  be  swamp  lands  by  the  agents 
of  the  government,  who  made  special  examinations  thereof  in  the 
field." 

It  appears  that  the  twenty-three  subdivisions  aforesaid,  were  embraced 
in  a  long  list  of  swamp-land  selections  filed  in  behalf  of  the  State  of 
Oregon  in  the  year  1871.  On  March  15, 1872,  the  United  States  sur- 
veyor-general for  Oregon,  after  hearing  elaborate  arguments  for  the 
State's  claims,  certified  in  respect  to  the  tracts  of  land  involved  in  this 
case,  as  follows : 

In  the  selections  made  by  the  State  north  of  the  base  line,  I  find  numerons  small 
lakes  listed  that  were  meandered  by  the  government  surveyors,  and  consequently 
are  not  within  the  surveys,  and  cannot  properly  be  listed  with  a  view  to  patenting. 
(See  page  17,  of  report.) 

The  fact  that  the  lakes  were  meandered  would  indicate  that  the 
ridges  lying  outside  the  meanders,  and  which  were  surveyed,  were  dry, 
or  at  least  not  swamp  lands  at  the  time  of  the  surveys. 

The  first  oflBcial  maps  of  townships  3  and  4  north  of  range  1  west, 
(north  of  the  base  line),  were  approved  by  the  surveyor  general  on  May 
5, 1854.  Other  maps  of  said  townships  on  file,  showing  the  location  of 
many  donation  and  other  claims  were  approved  on  September  25, 1862, 
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and  May  24, 1866,  respectively.  The  field  notes  accompanying  said 
maps  are  not  to  be  found  in  your  office.  They  were  before  the  surveyor 
general  at  the  time  of  his  certificate  above  quoted. 

I  do  not  thiuk  that  the  concurrent  opinions  of  Shackleford,  Abernethy 
and  Boe  as  to  the  condition  and  character  of  said  tract  of  land  on  March 
12, 1860,  based  upon  personal  observation  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
them  in  the  year  1886  (twenty-five  years  afterwards),  are  sufficient  to 
justify  me  in  certifying  that  the  greater  portion  of  each  and  every  one 
of  said  minute  subdivisions  was  at  the  former  date  swamp  and  over- 
flowed  land  made  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation. 

The  State  of  Oregon  elected  to  make  her  own  selections  of  swamp 
lands  by  her  own  agents,  and  to  present  proof  that  the  lands  selected 
were  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  swamp  land  grant.  In  this 
case  the  State  of  Oregon  has  offered  no  proof;  and  the  request  of  the 
governor  for  an  opportunity  to  do  so  should  have  been  granted. 

Your  office  will  therefore  direct  the  local  officers  to  order  a  hearing  to 
determine  what  was  the  character  of  each  and  every  subdivision  of  land 
hereinbefore  mentioned  on  March  12, 1860;  and  to  give  notice  thereof  to 
the  railroad  company  aforesaid ;  and  to  every  person  who  may  appear 
by  their  records  to  have  an  interest  in  said  land  under  the  donation 
laws,  or  other  laws  of  the  United  States.  At  said  hearing  the  burden 
of  proof  will  be  upon  the  State  of  Oregon  to  show  by  legal  testimony 
that  the  greater  part  of  each  one  of  said  subdivisions  was  on  March  12, 
1860,  swamp  and  overflowed  land  made  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation. 

Your  office  decision  of  February  19, 1894,  is  hereby  modified  in  accord- 
ance with  the  foregoing  direction. 


JITDGMENT-CANCELLATION-SETTLEMENT  RIGHT. 

OeTTEL  V.  BUFUB. 

A  jadgment  of  canceUation  takes  effect  as  of  the  date  rendered,  and  the  land  released 
thereby  from  appropriation  becomes  subject  to  entry  as  of  such  date,  without 
regard  to  the  time  when  said  judgment  is  noted  of  record  in  the  local  office. 

An  intervening  adverse  entry  defeats  a  prior  settlement  right  if  such  right  is  not 
asserted  within  the  statutory  period. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  5, 1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Abel  H.  Dufur  from  your  office  deci- 
sion of  June  15,  1894,  holding  for  cancellation  his  homestead  entry 
covering  lot  1,  Sec.  23,  T.  48  N.,  K.  4  W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wis- 
consin. 

This  tracris  within  the  fifteen  mile  or  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant 
made  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Bayfield  branch  of  the  Chicago, 
St  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Bailroad.  The  land  is  also  within 
the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  made  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the 
Wisconsin  Central  and  is  opposite  unconstructed  road. 
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Under  the  previous  ralings  of  this  Department  it  has  been  held  that 
the  indemnity  reservation  created  on  account  of  the  grant  made  by 
the  act  of  June  3, 1856,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Omaha  rail- 
road defeated  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  1864  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Bailroad.  C,  St,  Paul,  M.  &  O.  Ky.  Co. 
(6  L.  D.,  195.) 

This  holding  has  been  reversed  by  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court 
in  the  case  of  Wisconsin  Central  v.  Forsythe  (169  U.  8.,  46);  so  that 
this  land  must  be  held  to  have  been  a  part  of  the  grant  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad,  but  being  opposite 
the  unconstructed  portion  of  that  road  was  included  within  the  for- 
feiture declared  by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890. 

It  appears  that  on  December  5, 1889,  the  local  officers  erroneously 
permitted  one  £.  H.  Miller  to  make  soldiers'  additional  homestead  entry 
of  this  tract,  which  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office 
decision  of  April  6, 1891,  which  decision  was  affirmed  by  this  Depart- 
ment July  18,  1892. 

It  must  be  clear  from  this  recitation  that  this  land  was  not  subject 
to  entry  from  the  time  of  the  withdrawal  under  the  act  of  1856,  until 
the  cancellation  of  Miller's  entry  July  18, 1892. 

On  April  18, 1891,  however,  Louis  Oettel  tendered  a  homestead  appli- 
cation for  this  land  which  was  rejected  for  conflict  with  Miller's  entry, 
from  which  action  he  appealed,  and  upon  November  11,  following, 
Dufur  also  tendered  a  homestead  application  for  this  tract,  which  appli- 
cation was  also  rejected  for  conflict  with  Miller's  entry,  from  which 
action  he  also  api>ealed. 

No  action  appears  to  have  been  taken  upon  these  appeals  and  fol- 
lowing the  cancellation  of  Miller's  entry,  both  Dufur  and  Oettel  ag^in 
applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of  this  land.  The  applicatioa  by 
Dufur  was  tendered  September  1, 1892,  and  was  permitted  to  go  of 
record. 

On  October  20  following,  Oettel  again  tendered  a  homestead  applica- 
tion, which  was  rejected  for  conflict  with  the  entry  by  Duftir,  from 
which  he  appealed,  and  upon  the  hearing  ordered  to  determine  their 
respective  rights  in  the  premises  the  record  now  before  this  Depart- 
ment was  made. 

From  this  record  it  appears  that  Oettel  made  settlement  upon  this 
land  in  April,  1891,  and  has  since  kept  up  a  claim  to  the  land,  although 
he  does  not  appear  to  have  continued  residing  thereon. 

Under  my  view  of  the  case,  the  question  as  to  whether  his  residence 
following  his  settlement  in  April,  1891,  was  sufficient  to  hold  the  land 
is  not  material  to  the  decision  in  this  case,  for,  if  it  be  admitted  that 
his  subsequent  actions  in  connection  with  this  land  were  sufficient  to 
protect  him  in  his  settlement  from  the  time  when  made,  yet  to  avail 
him  anything  under  such  settlement  it  is  necessary  that  he  should  have 
presented  his  application  within  three  months  from  the  time  the  land 
was  properly  subject  to  entry. 
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In  your  office  decision  it  is  stated  that  the  additional  eutry  made  by 
Miller  was  canceled  on  August  20, 1802,  which  must  be  based  upon  the 
idea  that  the  entry  is  not  canceled  until  the  notation  of  the  formal  can- 
cellation of  his  entry  upon  the  local  record. 

In  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Hart- 
man  et  al.  (19  L.  D.,  547),  on  the  authority  of  the  decision  of  this 
Department  in  a  number  of  cases  therein  referred  to,  it  was  held — 

That  a  judgment  of  canceUation  takes  effect  as  of  the  date  rendered,  and  the  land 
released  thereby  from  appropriation  becomes  subject  to  entry  as  of  such  date  with- 
out regard  to  the  time  when  such  Judgment  is  noted  of  record  in  the  local  office. 

In  order  to  protect  himself  in  his  settlement  it  was  necessary  there- 
fore that  Oettel  should  have  tendered  an  application  within  three 
months  from  the  date  of  the  cancellation  of  Miller's  entry,  which,  under 
the  above  rule  was  July  18, 1802.  His  application  was  not  presented^ 
however,  until  October  20, 1802,  and  as  Dufur  had  made  entry  in  the 
meantime,  I  must  reverse  your  office  decision  and  direct  that  Dufur's 
entry,  if  otherwise  regular,  be  permitted  to  stand  subject  to  compliance 
with  the  law. 


SETTLEMENT  RIGHT  BEFORE  SURVEY— APPMCATION  TO  ENTER. 

Willis  v.  Mebbitt. 

To  protect  a  settlement  right,  acquired  hefore  survey,  against  adverse  claims  the 
right  must  be  asserted  within  three  months  after  the  plat  of  survey  is  filed  in 
the  local  office. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 

4,  1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  a  part  of  the  8W.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec. 
27,  T.  20  K,  R.  26  W.,  Missoula,  Montana,  land  district. 

Said  section  27  lies  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  ITorthem 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  withdrawn  upon  general  route  February  21, 
1872.  January  18, 1889,  a  plat  of  survey  of  said  section  was  filed  in 
the  local  land  office.  On  the  same  day  James  S.  Merritt  presented 
homestead  application  for  the  SW.  ^  of  the  !NE.  J,  the  NW,  J  of  the 
S£. },  the  I^E.  ^  of  the  S W.  i^  and  lots  2  and  3  of  said  section,  alleging 
that  said  tract  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  ITorthern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company  by  reason  of  the  occupancy  of  the  same  by  bona  fide 
settlers  on  February  21, 1872,  and  continuously  since  that  time.  The 
homestead  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  whereupon 
Merritt  applied  for  a  hearing.  The  company  listed  the  land  for  patent 
September  3, 1889.  After  decision  by  this  office  on  July  7, 1893,  adverse 
to  said  company,  its  list  was  canceled  by  your  office  on  October  3, 1893, 
as  to  tfae  land  claimed  by  Merritt.  Merritt's  homestead  application 
vas  allowed  November  10, 1893,  and  on  December  28, 1893,  he  made 
iiual  proof.    On  the  same  day  C.  C.  Willis  filed  an  affidavit,  alleging — 

That  in  October,  1887,  he  settled  upon  unsurveyed  public  land,  now  described  as 
the  SW.  i  of  the  NE.  i  of  section  27,  in  Tp.  20  N.,  R.  26  W.,  in  Missoula  County, 
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Montana,  and  that  he  has  resided  upon  said  land  continuously  since  said  date  to  llie 
present  time,  and  has  improvements  upon  said  tract  of  the  value  of  $2000.00;  that 
since  the  date  of  his  settlement  he  has  been  the  sole  resident'  and  occupant  of  said 
land. 

Affiant  further  states  that  the  said  tract  of  land  is  now  claimed  by  one  James  S. 
Merritt,  who  made  final  proof  upon  the  same  on  December  28th,  1893;  that  to  his 
knowledge  the  said  James  8.  Merrilt  has  never  resided  upon  the  said  land  and  that 
as  affiant  verily  believes,  he  (this  affiant)  is  the  only  person  who  is  lawfully  entitled 
to  said  tract  of  land. 

He  therefore  protested  against  the  acceptance  of  Merritt's  final  proof 
as  to  the  SW.  i  of  the  N£.  ^  of  section  27,  and  requested  that  a  hear- 
ing be  ordered. 

Hearing  was  had  before  the  local  officers  March  28, 1894.  The  testi- 
mony shows  that  Merritt  is  in  possession  of  about  fifteen  acres  of  said 
SW.  4  of  the  NE.  ^^  lying  south  of  a  fence  which  runs  through  said 
tract.  He  has  never  been  in  possession  of  the  land  north  of  the  fence. 
In  October,  1887,  Willis  purchased  the  improvements  of  a  prior  settler 
on  the  land  north  of  said  fence.  He  has  since  that  time  been  in  pos- 
session of  the  land,  and  has  expended  about  $2,000  in  erecting  improve- 
ments. He  has  not  applied  to  enter  the  land;  does  not  allege  that  he 
is  a  qualified  entryman ;  and  has  not  claimed  any  settlement  right,  but 
intended  to  purchase  the  land  in  his  possession  from  Merritt  after 
patent  to  him.  He  does  not  pray  for  relief  in  his  affidavit  of  protest, 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  indicate  in  what  manner  he 
intends  to  secure  title  to  the  land. 

The  local  officers  recommended  the  dismissal  of  the  protest  on  the 
holding  that  Willis  waived  his  rights  to  the  land  by  his  failure  to  apply 
to  enter  within  three  mouths  after  the  filing  of  the  plat  of  survey. 

On  the  Protestant's  appeal,  your  office,  after  stating  the  facts  and 
making  reference  to  section  2274,  Revised  Statutes,  under  which  one 
of  several  settlers  on  unsurveyed  land  may,  after  survey,  enter  the 
tract  after  first  executing  an  agreement  to  convey  to  the  other  settlers 
the  land  occupied  by  them,  decided  the  case  as  follows : 

This  land  is  in  an  odd  numhered  section  and  was  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to 
the  Northern  Pacific  R.  E.  Co.  Merritt  contested  the  right  of  the  road  to  the  land 
embraced  in  his  entry,  and  the  right  of  the  road  was  canceled  as  to  this  land, 
October  3, 1893.  Willis  had  three  months  thereafter  within  which  to  file  his  claim. 
Having  done  so  on  December  25, 1893,  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  has  been  guilty  of 
laches.    Goodale  r.  Olney,  13  L.  D.,  498. 

I  do  not  see  that  Merritt  is  entitled  to  any  special  consideration  by  reason  of  his 
contest  agamst  the  railroad.  He  was  only  protecting  his  own  interest  and  inci- 
dentally the  part  of  one  of  the  forties  claimed  by  Willis  was  thrown  open  to  entry. 

The  contention  that  Merritt's  settlement  on  the  SW.  }  8E.  ^  gives  him  a  right  to 
land  in  the  SW.'  i  N£.  ^  further  than  his  improvements  extended  is  altogether 
untenable.  Willis  purchased  his  improvements  of  McGowan  before  he  made  settle- 
ment and  he  made  settlement  and  commenced  his  building  before  he  was  notified  by 
Merritt  of  his  claim.  But,  had  this  not  been  so,  it  would  not  have  affected  the  case 
for  a  settler  cannot  be  permitted  to  claim  land  in  some  quarter  adjoining  that  on 
which  his  settlement  is  made  further  than  his  improvements  extend,  when  settle- 
ment is  made  by  the  parties  prior  to  survey. 
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Tour  decision  must  be  reversed.  The  final  proof  of  claimant  will  stand  rejected 
M  to  the  SW.  i  N£  i  niitil  Merritt  tiles  his  agreement  to  convey  to  Willis  as 
contemplated  by  the  statute,  that  part  of  the  SW.  ^  N£.  i  which  includes  his 
improvements. 

The  defendant's  api>eal  from  said  decision  brings  the  case  before  the 
department  for  consideration. 

WiUis  does  not  allege  that  he  is  qualified  to  enter  the  land,  except, 
inferentially,  by  the  statement  that  he  believe^  that  he  ^4s  the  only 
person  who  is  lawfully  entitled  to  said  tract  of  land."  However,  he 
cannot  be  heard  to  assert  any  claim  to  the  land,  even  if  he  had  shown 
that  he  is  a  qualified  entryman.  It  was  necessary  for  him,  in  order  to 
save  his  rights  as  against  adverse  claimants,  to  apply  to  enter  within 
three  months  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  plat  of  survey  in  the 
local  office.  (Sec.  2266,  Revised  Statutes;  section  3,  act  of  May  14, 
1880, 21  Stat.y  140.)  He  was  not  relieved  from  this  duty  by  the  fact 
that  Merritt  had  no  settlement  claim  to  the  land  north  of  the  fence. 
Neither  can  he  gain  anything  through  the  successful  issue  of  Merritt's 
contest  against  the  ITorthem  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  because  Mer- 
ritt had  not  entered  into  any  agreement  to  convey  the  laud  to  him 
under  section  2274,  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Merritt  has  the  right,  by  virtue  of  his  homestead  application  to  enter 
the  land,  as  no  adverse  claim  was  asserted  within  three  months  after 
the  filing  of  the  plat  of  survey. 

The  protest  of  Willis  must  therefore  be  dismissed.  The  decision 
appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 


HOMESTEAD— ACT  OF  JUNE   15,  1880— CONFIRMATION. 

John  C.  Henley. 

A  cash  entry  under  section  2,  act  of  Jane  15,  1880,  made  by  a  homesteader  who  has 
previoasly  thereto  voluntarily  relinquished  the  original  entry,  is  a  nullity,  and 
therefore  not  susceptible  of  confirmation  under  section  1,  act  of  March  3,  1891. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 

4y  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

John  C  Henley  made  homestead  entry  on  September  12,  1870,  for 
the  N.  i  of  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  16  S.,  R.  2  W.,  Montgomery,  Ala- 
bama,  land  district,  and  said  entry  was  canceled  April  5,  1871,  by 
relinquishment. 

On  January  17, 1887,  Henley  purchased  said  tract  under  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  237). 

June  6,  1888,  your  office  held  Henley's  cash  entry  for  cancellation  as 
invalid,  for  the  reason  that  said  tract  had  been  reported  in  the  mineral 
list  of  1879  as  valuable  for  coal,  and  it  thus  fell  within  the  class  of 
lands  reserved  from  entry  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1883  (22  Stat.,  487), 
until  offered  at  public  sale. 
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On  appeal,  the  Department  modified  your  office  decision,  and  directed 
that  Henley's  entry  be  suspended  i>ending  the  offering  of  the  land  at 
public  sale.    (9  L.  D.,  178.) 

July  14, 1893,  Henley  filed  a  motion  to  have  his  entry  passed  to  patent 
under  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095). 
Your  office  forwarded  said  motion  to  the  Department,  and  on  January 
10, 1894,  it  was  returned  without  action  by  the  Department,  and  with 
instructions  to  your  office  to  take  such  action  thereon  as  was  warranted 
by  the  facts  and  the  law. 

On  October  18, 1894,  your  office  held  that  the  fourth  section  of  the 
act  of  June  15,  1880  (under  which  act  Henley  purchased  said  laud), 
expressly  provided  that  said  act  should  not  apply  to  any  mineral  laud 
of  the  United  States;  that  Henley's  cash  entry  was  therefore  invalid 
when  made;  and  consequently  it  is  not  such  an  entry  as  is  confirmed 
by  the  act  of  March  3,  1891. 

Henley's  appeal  brings  the  case  again  before  the  Department. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  what  eflPect  the  act  of  March  3, 1883, 
had  in  modifying  the  operation  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  in  the  State 
of  Alabama,  as  Henley's  cash  entry  may  be  held  invalid  on  grounds  other 
than  those  assigned  in  your  office  decision,  grounds  which  were  over- 
looked in  the  former  decision  of  the  Department  herein. 

In  the  case  of  Eice  v,  Bissell,  8  L.  D.,  606,  it  was  held  that  a  volun- 
tary relinquishment  of  the  original  entry  divests  the  entryman  of  all 
claims  thereunder,  and  effectually  precludes  the  right  of  purchase  under 
section  2,  act  of  June  15,  1880.    It  was  said  in  that  case  that: 

Odb  who  has  formally  relinquished  his  right  under  an  entry  has  just  as  effectually 
divested  himself  of  all  claim  under  that  entry  to  the  land  covered  thereby  as  if  he 
had,  by  a  written  instrument^  attempted  to  convey  his  interest  to  another.  He  has 
by  his  own  free  and  voluntary  act  released  all  claim  to  the  land  thereunder,  and 
should  not  afterwards  be  allowed  to  set  up  a  claim  upon  said  entry,  unless  upon  a 
showing,  as  for  instance  of  mistake  in  the  execution  of  thw  relinquishment,  such  as 
would  justify  the  reinstatement  of  the  original  entry. 

This  language  was  quoted  and  approved  in  the  case  of  Cole  v.  Reed, 
10  L.  D.,  588,  where  the  same  rule  was  followed. 

Henley's  relinquishment  of  his  original  entry  seems  to  have  been 
entirely  voluntary.  By  that  relinquishment  he  surrendered  all  his 
rights  to  this  land,  and  thereafter  had  no  greater  claim  to  it,  equitable 
or  otherwise,  than  the  veriest  stranger.  He  was  not  entitled  to  pur- 
chase the  land  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  and 
his  cash  entry  made  under  that  act  was  therefore  a  nullity. 

An  entry  that  is  a  nullity  under  the  law  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  act 
of  March  3, 1891,  is  not  susceptible  of  confirmation  under  the  proviso 
to  section  seven  of  said  act.  (Mee  v.  Hughart,  13  L.  D.,  484;  United 
States  V.  Smith,  13  L.  D.,  633.) 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed,  Henley's  motion  is  denied,  and  his 
cash  entry  will  be  canceled. 
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MININO  CLAIM-PBOOP  OF  CITIZENSHIP— STJBVEY-LOCATION  NOTICE. 

KosE  No.  1,  AND  BosE  No.  2  LoDB  Claims. 

A  properly  aathenticated  certificate  of  incorporation,  filed  by  a  corporation  that  is 
applying  for  a  mineral  patent,  is  sufScient  proof  of  citizenship  under  the  stat- 
ute. It  is  not  within  the  province  of  the  Land  Department  to  determine  whether 
such  a  corporation  is  authorized  under  its  charter  to  take  patent  for  mineral 
lands. 

The  o£Scial  survey  of  a  mining  claim  must  be  in  accordance  with  the  recorded  notice 
of  location  as  of.record  at  the  time  of  the  order  authorizing  the  survey. 

In  the  absence  of  an  organized  mining  district  the  record  of  a  mineral  location  should 
be  made  in  the  recorder's  office  of  the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land'  Office^  February 

4, 1896.  (P.  J.  0.) 

It  appears  by  the  record  before  me  that  the  Diamond  Kyane  and 
Castle  Stone  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
Territory  of  Utah,  made  application,  February  15, 1892,  for  patent  for 
tbe  Rose  No.  1  and  Eose  No.  2  lode  claims,  lot  No.  38,  Salt  Lake  City, 
Utah,  land  district,  and  after  publication  notice  entry  was  made  Sep- 
tember 20, 1894. 

On  consideration  of  tbe  matter  in  due  course  of  business  your  office, 
by  letter  of  December  7, 1894,  decided : 

The  record  shows  that  entry  was  made  by  the  Diamond  Kyune  and  Castle  Stone 
Company,  but  no  copy  of  the  articles  of  incorporation  of  said  company  is  on  file 
witb  the  case,  nor  is  it  shown  for  what  purpose  nor  under  what  law  said  company  is 
organized  nor  whether  it  is  authorized  by  the  terms  of  its  charter  to  take  patent 
for  mineral  land. 

Claimant  should,  therefore,  furnish  a  certified  copy  of  its  articles  of  incorporation 
as  required  by  paragraph  76  of  circular  of  December  10,  1891. 

The  location  upon  which  the  survey  of  said  claim  was  based  was  made  August  81, 
1891,  but  the  same  was  not  placed  of  record  until  September  14, 1S91,  while  the  order 
for  survey  was  issued  on  September  9,  1891. 

It  will,  tlierefore,  be  necessary  to  have  a  new  survey  of  said  claim,  made  upon  an 
order  for  survey  issued  subsequent  to  the  recording  of  the  location  notice  upon 
which  said  survey  is  made.  See  decision  of  the  Honorable  Secretary  in  case  of 
Lincoln  plftcer  claim,  7  L.  D.,  81. 

The  claimant  will  be  allowed  sixty  days  from  notice  in  which  to  furnish  the  required 
evidence,  in  default  of  which  the  entry  wUl  be  canceled  without  further  notice  firom 
this  office. 

From  this  judgment  the  claimants  appeal,  assigning  as  error  the  rul- 
iug  of  your  office  on  both  the  points  upon  which  your  judgment  is  based« 

Sec  2321  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  how  proof  of  citizenship 
may  be  made  by  applicants  for  patent  for  mining  claims,  and  among 
other  provisions  is  found  this: 

and  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  of 
^y  State  or  Territory  thereof,  by  the  filing  of  a  certified  copy  of  their  charter  or 
certificate  of  incorporation. 

There  was  filed  with  the  application  for  patent  a  certificate  of  incorpo- 
ration under  the  great  seal  of  the  Territory  of  Utah.    This  was  a  com- 
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pliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  citizenship 
and  should  have  been  accepted  by  your  office  as  such.  It  is  not,  in  my 
opinion,  within  the  province  of  your  office  to  inquire  into  and  determine 
whether  a  corporation  furnishing  this  certificate  is  authorized  <' under 
its  charter  to  take  patent  for  mineral  lands."  If  the  cori)oration  has 
complied  with  the  law  that  is  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  govern- 
ment  and  the  inquiry  as  to  whether  it  can  take  or  hold  land  is  one 
lodged  in  the  State  or  Territory  granting  the  charter  or  the  stock- 
holders of  the  company.  At  all  events,  the  government  has  no  juris- 
diction to  make  this  inquiry  in  |in  application  for  patent,  where  there 
has  been  a  compliance  with  the  law.  The  ruling  on  this  point  was 
therefore  erroneous. 

By  circular  of  November  20,  1873  (Copp's  United  States  Mineral 
Lands,  68),  the  manner  in  which  surveys  of  mining  claims  should  be 
made  is  faUj  set  forth  and  upon  the  question  here  presented  it  is  said: 

Under  all  laws  and  regnlations,  whether  local  or  general,  the  location  of  a  claim 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  notice  to  the  world  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  same 
is  not  only  indispensahle,  but  in  most  cases,  mining  claims  are  initiated  thereby,  and 
all  subsequent  proceedings  are  based  upon  and  must  conform  to  such  location.  A 
failure  to  make  and  record  the  location  in  accordance  with  the  law  and  regulations 
in  force  at  the  date  of  the  location  will  defeat  the  claim,  and  if  it  is  not  made  with 
such  definiteness  as  to  operate  as  notice  to  all  persons  seeking  to  acquire  rights  to 
mining  lands,  it  will  be  void  for  uncertainty. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  in  making  surveys  of  mining  claims,  it  becomes  essentially 
necessary  to  ascertain  the  boundaries  thereof  as  established  by  the  original  location, 
for  the  rights  of  the  claimant  are  limited  and  defined  by  such  boundaries.  To  make 
a  survey  in  accordance  with  other  lines  or  boundaries,  is  tantamount  to  making  a 
new  location  of  the  claim,  and  the  rights  of  adjoining  locators  who  have  complied 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law  may  be  interfered  with  and  defeated  thereby.  The 
practice  of  making  surveys  according  to  the  dictation  of  parties  in  interest,  instead 
of  in  accordance  with  the  original  location,  has  already  caused  great  confusion  and 
been  productive  of  great  injury  to  hona^fide  claimants. 

You  will,  therefore,  require  the  applicant  for  a  survey  to  fiimish  a  copy  of  the 
original  record  of  location,  properly  certified  to  by  the  recorder  having  charge  of  (he 
records  of  the  original  record  of  location,  properly  certified  to  by  the  recorder  Slav- 
ing charge  of  the  records  of  the  mining  locations  in  the  district  where  the  claim  is 
sitnate,  and  cause  all  official  surveys  of  mining  claims  to  be  made  in  strict  oonfoimity 
to  the  lines  established  by  the  original  location  as  recorder;  etc. 

Again,  by  circular  of  September  13, 1878  (Id.,  71),  it  is  provided: 

The  survey  and  plat  of  mineral  claims,  required  by  section  2325,  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  United  States,  to  be  filed  in  the  proper  land  office  with  application  for  patent, 
must  be  made  subsequent  to  the  recording  of  the  location  of  the  mine ;  and  when 
the  original  location  is  made  by  survey  of  a  United  States  Deputy  Surveyor,  such 
location  survey  cannot  be  substituted  for  that  required  by  the  statute  as  above 
indicated. 

These  instructions  have  been  emphasized  by  departmental  decisions 
in  Sulphur  Mine,  etc.  (Id.,  248;  Lincoln  Placer,  7  L,  D.,  81).  In  the 
latter  case  it  was  said: 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  this  rule  was  intended  only  for  original 
locations;  but  the  reason  of  the  rule,  and  therefore  the  rule  itself,  is  applicable  to 
amended  as  well  as  original  locations. 
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The  reason  of  this  rale  is  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar. 

The  location  certificates  of  each  of  these  two  claims  are  dated  March 
11, 1891,  and  each  were  filed  for  record  with  the  county  recorder  of 
Utah  county,  March  18,  following.  Both  locations  were  amended  for 
the  '< purpose  of  more  particularly  describing  the"  claims  on  August 
31, 1891,  and  each  filed  for  record  September  14,  following. 

The  survey  was  made  under  instructions  dated  September  9,  1891, 
and  was  commenced  and  completed  September  16, 1891. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  at  the  date  of  granting  the  order  for  an  official 
survey  the  amended  locations  were  not  of  record;  hence  it  follows  that 
the  order  for  the  survey  must  necessarily  have  been  made  from  the 
original  location s,  as  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  claimant  to 
have  furnished  the  required  certified  copies  of  the  amended  locations. 
Now,  from  an  examination  of  the  original  and  amended  certificates  it 
is  shown  that  by  the  original  Bose  No.  2  claim  was  six  hundred  feet 
wide  by  one  thousand  feet  long,  while  by  the  amended  location  it  is 
five  hundred  and  thirty-seven  feet  wide  by  fifteen  hundred  feet  in 
length*  The  ground  located  originally  in  Rose  No.  1  was  also  six  hun- 
dred feet  by  one  thousand  feet,  whereas  in  the  amended  location  it  is 
six  hundred  by  fifteen  hundred  feet.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  area 
claimed  by  the  amendment  is  considerably  greater  than  by  theoriginal« 
The  official  survey  is  shown  to  have  been  made  in  accordance  with  the 
ameuded  location.  Hence  it  follows  that  the  official  survey  was  not 
made  of  the  ground  indicated  by  the  order  of  the  surveyor-general, 
but  "in  accordance  with  the  dictation  of  the  parties  in  interest.'' 

It  is  insisted,  however,  by  counsel  that  inasmuch  as  the  mining  claims 
are  located  in  an  unorganized  mining  district  that  there  is  no  necessity 
onder  the  statute  for  the  location  certificate  being  recorded,  as,  if  the 
fflining*di8trict  is  not  organized  there  is  no  place  in  which  to  record  the 
location,  there  being  no  provision  of  law  requiring  the  location  certifi- 
cate to  be  recorded  in  other  than  the  records  of  the  mining  district 

This  position  is  not  tenable.  The  organization  of  mining  districts  is 
entirely  optional  with  the  miners.  There  is  no  law  demanding  their 
organization.  In  the  absence  of  an  organized  district,  the  record  of 
miDing  claims  has  universally  been  made  in  the  recorder's  office  of  the 

county  in  which  the  claim  is  situated.  The  recording  is  a  necessary 
part  of  the  location  of  a  mining  claim.  It  is  true  that  the  United  States 
statute  does  not  in  terms  state  that  the  record  may  be  made  in  the 
county  records,  but  it  does  provide  that  to  enjoy  all  the  benefits  of 
their  locations,  the  miner  must — 

comply  with  the  laws  of  the  Unit-ed  States  and  with  State,  Territorial  and  local  regula- 
tions not  in  conflict  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States  governing  their  possessory  title. 

That  the  claimant  In  the  case  at  bar  recognized  the  necessity  for  mak- 
ing a  record  of  its  location  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  certificates 
and  amendments  were  filed  with  tlie  recorder  of  deeds. 
On  the  ground  last  discussed,  your  office  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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application  for  contest- attorney— contestant. 

Gassner  v.  Eeed. 

The  right  of  a  party  to  be  heard  as  a  contestant  against  an  entry,  and  applicant  for 
the  land  covered  thereby ,  will  not  be  recognized  where  it  appears  that  he  is  at 
the  same  time  the  attorney  of  another  claimant  for  the  same  tract. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

4,  1896.  (G.  C.  R.) 

Fred  W.  Gasner  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  October  4, 
1894,  affirming  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  denying  him  a 
hearing  on  his  contest,  filed  September  19,  1892,  against  homestead 
entry  No.  24,434,  made  February  26,  1889,  by  Cornelius  Keed  for  the 
W.  i  of  the  NW.  i  and  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  23,  and  the 
NB.  i  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  22,  T.  11  S.,  R.  8  W.,  Topeka,  Kansas 
(Salina  series). ' 

The  reasons  given  by  the  register  and  receiver  for  the  action  taken, 
and  which  your  office  approved,  were  that  there  was  then  a  pending 
contest  over  the  same  laud  brought  by  the  eiitryraaii  herein  (Reed) 
against  one  XichoLas  Casner,  and  because  the  contest  affidavit  was 
insufficient. 

Besides  alleging  that  your  office  decision  is  erroneous  in  holding  that 
the  contest  affidavit  was  insufficient,  etc.,  applicant  alleges  an  additional 
error  in  your  refusal  to  consider  an  alleged  protest  filed  April  30,  1894, 
against  the  acceptance  of  the  final  proof  made  by  Reed  April  20, 1894. 

The  land  above  described  has  been  the  subject  of  contest  and  strife 
for  a  period  of  nearly  ten  years.  One  Nicholas  Casner  made  home- 
stead entry  thereof  on  October  22,  1881,  and  on  April  3,  1880,  Corne- 
lius Reed  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  entry,  charging 
abandonment.  The  register  and  receiver  recommended  the  entry  for 
cancellation,  and  your  office,  on  appeal,  (October  23,  1888,)  affirmed 
that  action;  and  on  Casner's  failure  to  appeal,  your  office  oancelrd  the 
entry  as  of  date  January  25, 1889.  On  February  23, 1889,  Casner  filed 
an  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  October  23, 1888.  This  appeal 
was  denied  because  filed  too  late,  and  on  February  26, 1889,  Reed  made 
homestead  entry  of  the  land,  Casner  then  applied  for  a  writ  of  certi- 
orari, and  this  application  was  denied  by  the  Department,  July  25, 1889. 
Casner  then  applied  for  a  new  hearing,  which  your  office  allowed,  and 
on  February  C,  1890,  the  register  and  receiver  again  decided  against 
Casner.  On  appeal,  your  office,  on  August  5, 1891,  affirmed  that  judg- 
ment, and  on  November  13,  1891,  denied  a  motion  for  review. 

On  further  appeal,  the  Department,  on  September  12,  1892,  afi&rmed 
that  action. 

In  a  lengthy  and  well  considered  opinion,  the  Department,  on  Decem- 
ber 19,  1893,  denied  a  motion  for  review. 

On  July  12,  1894,  the  I)ei)artment  denied  a  motion  for  a  rehearing, 
and  your  office  finally  closed  the  case  as  to  Casner,  August  7,  1894. 
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On  January  10, 1895,  the  Department  denied  an  application  for  the 
exercise  of  the  supervisory  power  of  the  Secretary. 

It  is  thus  seen  that  aetion  has  been  taken  on  this  contest,  twice  by 
the  register  and  receiver,  six  times  by  our  office,  and  five  times  by  this 
Department. 

Appellant  herein,  Fred  W.  Casuer,  is  the  son  of  Nicholas  Casner, 
against  whom  the  several  adverse  actions  were  taken.  It  appears  also 
that  on  June  15, 1891,  Nicholas  Casner  appointed  his  sou,  the  said  Fred 
W.  Casner,  as  his  lawful  attorney  "to  perform  all  and  every  act  and 
thing  whatsoever  requisite,"  etc.,  revoking  all  powers  of  attorney  there- 
tofore given  to  others,  and  since  his  appointment,  Fred  has  appeared 
actively  as  attorney  in  the  numerous  appeals,  applications  for  hearing, 
motions  for  new  hearings,  etc. 

While  acting  as  attorney  for  his  father,  and  on  September  19, 1892, 
Fred  W.  Casner  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land ;  in  doing 
so,  he  misdescribed  the  land.  While  evidently  intending  to  apply  for 
the  land  upon  which  his  father  had  made  entry,  he  applied  for  the  W.  J 
and  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  23,  and  the  NB.  J  of  the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  22,  of  said 
township  and  range,  and  when  his  application  was  rejected  because 
the  tracts  applied  for  had  already  been  entered,  he  appealed. 

If  as  attorney  he  was  in  good  faith  in  trying  to  establish  the  rights 
of  his  father  under  the  latter's  entry,  he  could  not  have  been  in  good 
faith  in  trying  U^  secure  the  land  himself.  Notwithstanding  he 
appealed,  and  claimed  error  in  the  refusal  of  the  register  and  receiver 
U}  accept  his  own  application  to  enter,  he  still  continued,  long  after- 
wards to  urge  the  rights  of  his  father  under  the  latter's  prior  applica- 
tion. The  two  positions  were  utterly  inconsistent,  and  demonstrate 
a  lack  of  good  faith.  He  can  not  be  regarded  as  acting  in  good  faith 
with  the  government  while  pleading  the  alleged  rights  of  his  client  to 
the  laud  under  one  entry,  and  at  the  same  time  trying  to  secure  the 
land  for  himself  under  his  own  application.  His  contest  affidavit  was 
filed  against  Beed's  entry  on  the  day  he  applied  for  the  land  (September 
11),  1892).  His  affidavit  contained  the  same  misdescription  as  his  appli- 
cation to  enter  (above  set  out),  and  I  concur  in  the  judgment  of  your 
office  that  the  allegations  in  said  affidavit  were  not  sufficiently  specific 
to  authorize  a  hearing. 

Ap{)ellant  insists  that  on  April  30,  1894,  he  filed  an  affidavit  and 
protest  against  the  acceptance  of  the  final  proof  offered  by  Eeed  before 
the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Lincoln  county,  Kansas,  on  April  20, 
1894. 

Your  office  in  the  decision  appealed  from  states  that  ^^  no  action  can 
be  taken  thereon,  inasmuch  as  it  appears  to  have  been  lost." 

Apx)ellant  files  with  his  appeal  what  purports  to  be  a  copy  of  the 
protest  alleged  to  have  been  filed  by  him  April  30, 1894;  he  fails  to 
state  under  oath,  however,  that  the  purported  copy  is  in  fact  a  copy  of 
a  protest  filed  by  him,  and  he  fails  entirely  to  file  "  a  new  protest  affi- 
davit," as  suggested  in  the  decision  appealed  from. 
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lu  consideration  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  connected  with 
this  case,  together  with  appellant's  connection  with  the  case  of  Cor- 
nelias Reed  v.  Nicholas  Casner,  and  the  privil0ge  accorded  him  of  filing 
a  new  protest  affidavit,  and  his  failure  or  refusal  to  do  so,  I  think  fur- 
ther contests  or  protests  on  his  part  against  this  entry  should  not  be 
allowed.  The  decision  appealed  from  is  modified  accordingly  only  in 
this  respect. 


PRACTICE-NOTICE  OF  APPEAI^-RI^ES  OF  PRACTICE. 

Gibson  et  al.  v.  Lascy. 

Failure  to  serve  notice  of  appeal  upon  the  opposite  party  can  not  be  excused  on  the 
plea  of  ignorance  of  the  law  and  rules  of  practice. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

4,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

Albert  Lascy,  through  his  attorney,  has  filed  motion  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  of  David  Gibson  and  Otto  Mentzel  from  your  office  decision  of 
May  17, 1895,  adverse  to  them,  in  the  case  of  Gibson  et  al.  v.  Lascy, 
involving  homestead  entry  No.  6292,  made  December  30,  1893,  by 
Lascy,  for  the  SE.  \  of  the  XE.  \  of  Sec.  10;  the  SW.  J  of  the  NW.  J, 
the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J,  and  lot  8,  of  Sec.  11,  T.  6  K,  R.  13  E.,  M.D.M., 
Sacramento,  California,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  on  January  19,  1894,  Lascy  gave  notice  of  his 
intention  to  submit  final  proof  before  the  register  and  receiver  on  the 
10th  of  March  following;  that  prior  to  the  latter  named  date  Gibson 
and  Mentzel  filed  affidavits  alleging  that  said  tract  is  mineral  in  char- 
acter; that  final  proof  was  ofiered  at  the  appointed  time  and  the  final 
proof  witnesses  were  cross  examined  by  the  attorney  for  the  .contest- 
ants; that  a  further  hearing  was  had  on  the  charges  alleged;  that  the 
register  and  receiver  sustained  the  contestants'  charges  and  recom- 
mended the  cancellation  of  the  entry;  that  on  appeal  by  Lascy,  your 
office  by  letter  of  May  17, 1895,  reversed  the  finding  of  the  register  and 
receiver  and  held  the  tract  to  be  agricultural  in  character. 

Notice  of  the  decision  of  your  office  was  served  upon  the  contestants? 
through  their  attorney  of  record,  on  May  25,  1895,  and  on  Jtlly  18, 
1895,  appeal  was  filed.  There  is  no  evidence  that  this  appeal  (which 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  general  argument  and  does  not  specifically  point 
out  any  errors  in  tlie  decision  comi>lained  of)  was  ever  served  upon  the 
opposite  ]»arty.  By  letter  of  August  7,  1895,  your  office  directed  the 
register  and  receiver  to  notify  the  contestants  that  they  would  be 
allowed  fifteen  days  in  which  to  furnish  evidence  that  a  copy  of  said 
appeal  was  served  upon  the  defendant  within  the  time  <allowed  by  the 
rules  of  practice.  Notice  was  so  given  to  each  of  the  contestants  by 
registered  mail  on  August  14,  1895,  but  tlie  required  evidence  has  not 
been  furnished.  Instead,  a  personal  letter,  signed  by  Otto  Mentzel, 
one  of  the  contestants,  was  mailed  to  the  Assistant  Commissioner  of 
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the  General  Land  Office  ou  September  10, 1895,  in  which  it  is  stated 
that  the  contestants  are  too  poor  to  longer  employ  an  attorney  and 
that  they  themselves  prepared  the  appeal;  that  not  being  familiar  with 
the  land  laws  and  rales  of  practice  they  may  have  made  some  mistakes, 
which  they  hope  will  be  overlooked  in  consideration  of  their  poverty 
and  good  faith.  ^ 

Rule  93  of  practice  requires  that — 

A  copy  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  RpecificatioDs  of  errors,  and  all  arguments  of  either 
party  shall  be  served  on  the  opposite  party  within  the  time  allowed  for  filing  the 
same. 

In  the  case  of  Cone  v.  Bailey,  10  L.  D.,  546,  it  was  held  that  ignorance 
of  the  law  and  poverty  can  not  excuse  an  appellant  from  complying 
with  the  plain  rules  of  practice. 

The  motion  will  therefore  be  sustained  and  the  appeal  dismissed. 


PRACTICE-NOTICE    OF   CONTEST- PERSONAL   SERVICE— AFFIDAVIT   OP 

CONTEST. 

Butts  v.  Helm. 

Id  the  personal  setTice  of  notice  of  contest  rule  9,  of  the  rnles  of  practice,  does  not 
require  an  exhibition  of  the  original  notice  when  a  copy  thereof  is  delivered  to 
the  defendant. 

ThoQgh  the  charge  in  an  affidavit  of  contest  may  be  general  in  character  it  will  not 
be  held  error  on  the  part  of  the  local  office  to  proceed  with  tlie  hearing  where 
the  alleged  defanlt,  if  found  true,  calls  for  cancellation  of  the  entr;. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

4,  1896.  (J.  McP.) 

The  laud  involved  herein  is  the  E.  J  N  W.  J  and  W.  ^  NE.  J  section 
34,  T.  7  S.,  R.  17  E.,  Stockton,  Cahfornia,  laud  district. 

James  B.  Helm  made  timber  culture  entry,  for  the  above  described 
land,  :November  30,  1888,  and  on  March  19,  1894,  Butts  filed  affidavit 
of  contest  alleging  that,  defendant — 

bas  not  at  any  time  plowed  or  cultivated  five  acres  of  said  land  and  has  never  done 
any  plowing  thereon  except  to  plow  21  furrows  about  20  yards  long.  He  has  not  at 
aD>  time  siuce  bis  entry  put  in  any  crop  upon  said  land  and  has  not  raised  any  tim- 
ber of  any  kind.    The  land  has  been  fed  by  sheep  each  year. 

Notice  was  issued,  citing  Helm  to  appear  at  the  local  office,  April  26, 
181U,  to  defend  said  case. 

The  notice  was  served  by  the  contestant,  by  delivering  to  the  entry- 
man  in  person,  a  copy  thereof,  enclosed  in  an  unsealed  envelope. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  api)eared,  with  his  attorney  and  witnesses. 
The  defendant,  appeared  specially  and  objected  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  local  office,  ou  the  ground  that  the  notice  of  contest  was  not  served 
on  him  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice. 

The  register  and  receiver  held  that  service  of  contest  notice  in  the 
manner  hereinbefore  described  was  sufficient,  and  overruled  the  objec- 
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tioDS,  whereupon  the  defendant  filed  a  motion  asking  that  the  content 
be  dismissed,  for  the  reason  that  no  cause  of  action  was  set  out  therein. 
This  motion  was  also  overruled  by  the  register  and  receiver,  to  which 
action  the  defendant  saved  his  exceptions. 

The  plaintiff*  otfered  testimony  in  support  of  his  charges  and  the 
defendant  after  piaintifi  had  rested  his  case,  moved  that  the  contest  be 
dismissed,  for  the  reason, 

that  there  is  no  evidence  to  establish  that  the  defendant  failed  to  plow  five  acres 
the  first  year  ending];  November  30, 1889.  No  evidence  to  establish  that  he  failed  to 
plow  the  second  five  acfres  the  second  year,  or  cultivate  the  first  five  acres.  There 
is  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  defendant  has  failed  to  plant  the  land  in  tree 
seedHy  cuttings  on  the  requisite  number  of  acres.  And  there  is  not  proof  of  cor- 
roboration of  the  requisite  number  of  witnesses  required  to  establiah  the  case. 

The  local  ofhcers  overruled  the  motion  to  dismiss,  and  the  defendant 
failing  to  furnish  testimony  in  his  behalf,  decided  the  case  on  the  testi- 
mony adduced  by  the  plaintiif,  holding  that  plaintiff  had  established  a 
prima  facie  case  of  default,  and  recommending  the  cancellation  of  the 
defendant's  entry. 

Helm  appealed,  assigning  as  error,  the  ruling  of  the  local  officers, 
holding  the  service  of  contest  sufficient,  their  action  in  sustaining  the 
affidavit  of  contest,  and  their  refusal  to  dismiss  the  contest,  on  the 
merits  of  the  case. 

In  the  decision  complained  of,  you  sustained  the  rulings  of  the  local 
office,  on  each  proposition  and  the  appeal  of  Helm  to  this  Department, 
brings  into  question  the  correctness  of  your  judgment  therein. 

It  is  not  denied  that  Butts  delivered  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  contest 
to  Helm,  but  the  appellant  claims  that  appellee  did  not  exhibit  the 
original  notice  of  contest,  when  he  delivered  the  copy  to  him,  and  he 
maintains  that  personal  service  of  contest  notice  should  consist  of  an 
exhibition  of  the  original  notice  together  with  a  delivery  of  a  copy 
thereof. 

Rule  9,  of  the  Eules  of  Practice  is  as  follows: 

Personal  service  shall  be  made  in  all  cases  when  possible  if  the  party  to  be  served 
is  a  resident  in  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  and  shall  consist 
in  the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  the  notice  to  each  person  to  be  served. 

The  rule  does  not  require  an  exhibition  of  the  original  notice,  when 
the  copy  is  delivered  to  the  person  to  be  served,  and  there  was  no  error 
in  the  ruling  of  the  register  and  receiver. 

The  charges  preferred  against  said  entry  are,  it  is  true  very  general, 
but  the  contestant  is  not  required  to  confine  his  charges  to  any  particu- 
lar period  of  the  existence  of  the  entry,  nor  to  specify  each  year  iu 
which  the  alleged  default  occurred,  if  he  by  a  general  statement  includes 
them  all.  The  charges  if  true,  are  sufficient  to  require  a  cancellation 
of  the  entry,  therefore  it  was  not  error  to  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the 
case,  to  determine  the  truthfulness  thereof. 

The  concurring  decisions  of  your  and  the  local  office  as  to  the  facts 
in  the  case,  are  sustained  by  the  record,  and  your  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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CONTESTANT— PRIORITY    OF    RIGHT—SECOND    CONTEST. 

OXJRTIN  ET  AL.  V.  MORTON. 

The  right  of  a  contestant  to  be  beard  will  not  be  defeated  by  a  hearing  inadvertently 

ordered  on  a  later  contest. 
An  issue  once  tried  and  determined  cannot  be  made  the  basis  of  a  second  contest. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

4,  1896.  (A.  E.) 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  on  April  2, 1877,  Howard  MortX)n 
made  desert  land  entry  No.  534,  of  the  S.  ^  and  the  NW.  ^,  Sec.  30, 
Tp.  28  8.,  E.  25  E.,  Yisalia,  California.  This  entry  was  suspended  on 
September  28, 1877,  and  the  suspension  revoked  February  10,  1891. 

On  June  10, 1891,  John  Gurtin  filed  affidavit  of  contest  agaiust  the 
entry,  alleging  substantially  that  the  tract  was  not  desert  laud,  that  it 
had  not  been  reclaimed,  and  that  the  entry  had  been  made  for  specula- 
tion. 

On  May  19, 1893,  Eichard  T.  Marks  filed  affidavit  of  contest,  making 
similar  charges  against  Gurtin's  entry.  By  mistake  the  local  office 
issued  notice  on  Marks'  contest  affidavit,  though  Gurtin's  was  anterior. 

A  hearing  was  had  June  29,  1893,  and  defendant  made  default. 
Before  the  local  office  made  any  recommendation  Gurtin's  attorney 
filed  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  on  Marks'  affidavit.  This 
was  granted,  because  Gurtin's  affidavit  had  precedence,  and  Marks 
appealed. 

Proceedings  on  Gurtin's  affidavit  were  then  had,  and  on  the  record 
made  up  the  local  office  recommended  that  Gurtin's  contest  be  dis- 
missed. !No  appeal  was  taken  from  this  and  your  office  dismissed  his 
contest. 

Passing  upon  the  appeal  of  Marks  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers 
in  setting  aside  the  proceedings  on  his  contest,  your  office  held  that 
sach  action  wa«  correct.  Your  office  then  dismissed  Marks'  contest 
becaase  his  contest  affidavit  contained  the  same  allegations  as  those 
disproved  at  the  hearing  on  the  Gurtin  contest. 

From  this  Marks  has  appealed  to  this  Department. 

The  status  of  Gurtin  and  Marks  is  controlled  by  the  case  of  Spencer  v. 
Blevins  et  at.  (12  L.  I).,  318),  wherein  this  Department  gave  the  pref- 
erence to  the  one  who  first  filed  the  affidavit  of  contest,  provided  he 
sastained  his  allegations. 

Tb'e  only  question  therefore  which  is  left  to  determine  is,  whether 
the  contest  of  Marks  should  be  dismissed  because  his  allegations  were 
the  8arae  as  those  made  by  Gurtin,  who  had  not  sustained  them. 

It  has  generally  been  ruled  by  the  Department  that  an  issue  once 
trie<l  and  determined  can  not  be  made  the  basis  of  a  second  contest. 
Gray  r.  Whitehouse  (15  L.  D.,  352).  It  has  not  been  shown  by  appellant 
that  tbe  case  under  consideration  so  differs  from  that  cited  that  this 
ruling  should  be  departed  from,  and  therefore  the  action  of  your  office 
is  affirmed. 
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PATENT— TITLE    BY  RECORDS-JURISDICTION. 

Spiblock  V.  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co. 

The  record  of  a  perfect  patent  duly  enrolled  divestB  the  Department  of  all  jarisdic- 
tion  over  the  land  covered  thereby. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  4,  1896.  (W.  M.  B.) 

The  W.  i  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  5,  Ti  16  K,  E.  1  W.,  Olympia  land 
district,  Washington,  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  (main  line). 

Map  of  general  route  was  filed  in  the  General  Land  OflSce  August 
13, 1870,  by  which  said  act  of  filing  a  statutory  withdrawal — operative 
from  said  date^— was  made  of  all  lands  embraced  in  the  odd  numbered 
sections  within  designated  limits;  map  of  definite  location  of  line  of 
railroad  being  filed  September  13,  1873. 

James  D.  Spirlock  made  private  cash  entry  of  the  tract  of  land 
above  described  and  received  final  certificate  therefor  on  September 
17, 1870,  and  bases  his  claim  to  this  land  upon  said  purchase  and  the 
perfect  record  of  what  purports  to  be  a  perfect  patent  thereto. 

An  examination  of  the  records  in  your  office  shows  that  one  Jeremiah 
Mabie  made  a  pre-emption  filing  with  alleged  settlement  prior  thereto, 
upon  the  N W.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  said  Sec.  6,  township  and  range  afore- 
mentioned, previous  to  the  date  of  the  grant  to  said  railroad  company; 
and  that  said  filing  was  of  record,  subsisting  and  prima  fa^fie  valid  at 
the  date  of  said  grant,  which  excepted  said  forty-acre  tract  from  the 
oi>erations  of  the  grant,  and  left  Spirlock  free  to  purchase  the  same  in 
the  absence  of  any  adverse  right. 

By  virtue  of  said  fact  the  S W.  \  of  the  NW.  \  of  said  Sec.  5,  in  the 
township  and  range  hereinbefore  described  (40  acres)  is  the  only  tract 
or  legal  subdivision,  with  regard  to  which  any  question  can  properly 
arise  respecting  a  superior  claim  or  right  thereto  by  the  plaintifiT  or  the 
defendant. 

Hence  the  questions  presented  for  consideration  and  determination 
are  (1)  does  the  perfect  record  of  a  perfect  patent  to  the  land  involved — 
found  properly  enrolled  in  record  book  of  patents  in  your  office — invest 
Spirlock  with  full  and  complete  title  to  the  said  tract  of  land?  and  (2) 
does  the  existence  of  such  a  record  deprive  the  government  of  any 
further  jurisdiction  in  the  matter! 

The  record  shows  that  a  patent  was  issued  to  James  D.  Spirlock, 
conveying  to  him  the  land  in  controversy,  bearing  date  May  1,  1872, 
which  was  properly  recorded  in  volume  6,  page  278,  in  the  office  of  the 
recorder  of  this  Department.    Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Depart- 
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ment  is  deprived  of  any  further  jurisdiction  over  this  land.  See  United 
States  V.  Schurz  (102  U.  S.,  378),  wherein  it  was  held  that 

title  by  patent  from  the  United  States  is  title  by  record,  and  the  delivery  of  the  instra- 
meut  to  the  patentee  is  not,  as  in  a  conveyance  by  a  private  person,  essential  to  pass 
the  title. 

There  was  found  in  the  land  office,  among  the  papers  in  the  case,  an 
incomplete  patent,  in  this,  that  it  had  no  seal  attached  thereto;  but 
the  record  shows  that  a  patent  was  issued  and  recorded,  as  above  stated, 
complete  in  all  respects.  This  incomplete  patent  found  among  the 
papers  in  the  land  office  does  not  impeach  the  record. 

Inasmuch  as  there  appears  of  record  a  patent  regularly  issued,  the 
Department  is  deprived  of  any  further  jurisdiction  in  the  matter.  The 
decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  reversed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT-SETTLEMENT  RIGHT-ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1887. 

Northern  Pacifio  E.  R.  Co.  v.  North. 

The  occnpancy  of  a  tract  by  a  qualified  pre-emptor  at  the  date  of  definite  location 
excepts  the  land  firom  the  operation  of  the  grant;  and  the  fact  that  the  sabse- 
qnent  filing  of  the  pre-emptor  did  not  inclade  said  tract  can  not  be  taken  as 
proof  that  he  had  abandoned  his  claim  thereto  at  the  time  the  grant  became 
operative. 

A  settlement  right  acquired  after  December  1,  1882,  and  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  March  3,  1887,  defeats  the  right  of  purchase  under  section  5  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ojfice^  February 

4,  1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  SW.  J  NW.  J  and  NW.  J 
8W.  J  of  section  33,  T.  10  N.,  E.  36  E.,  Walla  Walla  land  district, 
Washington. 

The  land  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  bat  was  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  with- 
drawal npon  general  route  on  August  13, 1870,  by  reason  of  a  pre- 
emption filing  made  June  7, 1870.  August  30, 1870,  James  H.  King 
made  homestead  entry,  which  was  cancelled  March  25,  1873.  Since 
that  date  there  are  no  claims  of  record  to  the  land  until  October  4, 
1880,  the  date  of  definite  location. 

March  18,  1884,  Clarence  C.  Forth  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  lor  the  land  alleging  settlement  on  the  same  day.  June  11 
1884,  Nathaniel  P.  Hall  made  homestead  entry.  February  4, 1885, 
North  submitted  final  proof.  Hall  protested  against  the  acceptance  of 
the  proof,  alleging  that  he  had  purchased  the  land  from  the  Northern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company  in  1881,  and  that  Korth  has  not  complied 
with  the  pre-emption  laws.    Hearing  was  had  before  the  local  officers, 
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who   rendered  decision  recommending  that  North's  final  proof  be 
accepted. 

February  25, 1885,  the  Northern  Pacific  Raihroad  Company  protested 
against  the  allowance  of  North's  claim,  and  requested  that  Hall's  title 
to  the  land,  acquired  by  purchase  from  said  company  be  confirmed. 

October  28,  1886,  your  oihce  directed  the  local  officers  to  order  a 
hearing  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  rights  of  the  respective 
parties  in  interest,  the  exact  sUitus  of  the  land  October  4, 1880,  the  date 
of  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  and  its  condition  from  March  25, 
1873,  the  date  of  the  cancellation  of  King's  homestead  entry,  up  to 
March  28, 1881,  the  date  of  the  company's  deed  to  Hall.  Hearing  was 
had  and  decision  rendered  by  the  local  officers  adverse  to  the  Northern 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company  and  Hall. 

After  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  Hall 
applied  to  purchase  the  land  under  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  said  act 

May  25, 1894,  your  office  rendered  decision  finding  that  Robert  Mason, 
a  qualified  pre-emptor,  purchased  the  improvements  on  the  land  in  1872, 
and  that  he  occupied  and  cultivated  the  land  on  October  4, 1880,  the 
date  of  definite  location,  with  the  intention  of  obtaining  title  to  the  same 
from  the  government.  It  was,  therefore,  held  that  the  land  was  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany, and  that  Hall's  application  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  was  defeated  by  North's  settlement,  which  was 
made  after  December  1, 1882.  Hall's  homestead  entry  was  held  for 
cancellation,  and  North's  final  proof  was  accepted. 

The  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  appealed  from  said  decision 
assigning  errors : 

1.  In  holding  that  Mason's  occupancy  of  the  land  October  4, 1880, 
was  of  a  nature  to  except  the  tract  from  the  grant. 

2.  In  holding  that  North's  settlement  made  after  December  1, 1882, 
defeated  Hall's  application  to  purchase  the  land  under  the  act  of  March 
3, 1887,  in  case  the  land  was  excepted  from  the  grant. 

In  1872  Mason  settled  on  the  land  in  question  together  with  the  SE.^ 
NE.  i  and  the  NE.  i  SE.  i  of  section  32,  adjoining  the  land  on  the 
west.  He  had  exhausted  his  homestead  rights.  In  1873,  he  offered  to 
file  pre-emption  declaratory  statement,  which  was  rejected  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  land  now  in  question  lies  in  an  odd  numbered  section. 
He  took  no  further  action  until  October  6,  1880,  two  days  after  the 
definite  location,  when  he  filed  pre-emgtion  declaratory  statement  for 
the  land  claimed  by  him  in  section  32.  He  made  final  proof  for  that 
land  in  June,  1881. 

The  appellant  contends  that  it  must  be  inferred  from  the  fact  that 
Mason  filed  his  statement  for  the  land  in  section  32  on  October  6, 1880, 
that  he  did  not  intend  on  October  4th  to  acquire  title  to  the  land  in 
section  33  from  the  government. 

Mason  testified  that  he  cultivated  the  tract  in  section  33  until  Octo- 
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ber,  1882,  iutending  to  acquire  title  to  the  same  from  the  government. 
He  had  no  settlement  rights  after  October  6, 1880,  the  date  of  his  pre* 
einption  filing.  The  fact  that  he  made  pre-emption  filing  on  that  day 
for  the  eighty  acre  tract  in  section  32  cannot  be  considered  as  proof  of 
intention  on  October  4, 1880,  to  abandon  the  land  claimed  by  him  in 
section  33. 

HalPs  application  to  purchase  was  properly  rejected  and  his  home- 
stead entry  cancelled.  The  decision  appealed  from  is,  therefore, 
aiiirmed. 


ADJOINTSQ  FARM  ENTRT— ADDITIONAI.  HOMESTEAI>  ENTRT. 

Andrew  J.  Whitehair. 

The  right  to  make  an  adjoining  farm  entry  under  section  2289  R.  S.,  is  limited  to  the 
owner  of  an  original  farm  who  did  not  acquire  title  thereto  through  the  provi- 
sions of  the  homestead  law. 

The  right  to  make  an  additional  homestead  entry  under  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  can 
not  be  exercised  by  one  who  made  his  original  entry  after  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

4,  1896.  (J.  McP.) 

Andrew  J.  Whitehair  has  appealed  to  this  Department  from  your 
office  decision  "  C "  of  October  10,  1894,  denying  his  application  for 
additional  entry  nuder  the  provisions  of  Sec.  2289  (K.  S.),  for  lots  3  and 
4  Sec  35,  T.  20  N.,  E.  2  W.,  Perry,  Oklahoma,  land  district. 

It  appears  that  on  Jaly  20, 1891,  the  appellant  made  homestead  entry, 
Xo.  7660,  for  the  S.  i  SE.  J  and  lots  5  and  6,  Sec.  36,  T.  20  N.,  B.  2  W., 
Guthrie  land  district;  that  the  land  now  applied  for  was  then  not  sub- 
ject to  entry,  being  sitnated  in  the  country  known  as  the  <^  Cherokee 
Outlet,"  and  that  it  was  opened  to  settlement  on  September  16, 1893, 
by  the  President's  proclamation  of  August  19,  1893. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  appellant  that  he  resides  on  the  land  embraced 
in  his  homestead  entry,  No.  7660,  adjacent  to  the  land  applied  for  herein, 
and  that  on  September  16, 1893,  he  went  upon  the  land  now  in  contro- 
versy  and  staked  the  same,  and  that  he  subsequently  fenced  said  land, 
believing  that  he  had  a  right  thereto  as  an  additional  entry. 

The  land  applied  for  cannot  be  entered  as  an  adjoining  farm  under 
the  provisions  of  section  2289  (E.  S.),  as  it  is  well  settled  that  in  order  to 
make  such  entry,  the  applicant  must  be  the  owner  of  the  original  farm 
and  have  acquired  title  thereto  other  than  through  the  provisions  of 
the  homestead  law.  (John  B.  Doyle,  15  L.  D.,  221;  John  W.  Cooper 
eUl.  15  L.  D.,  285.) 

The  application  cannot  be  allowed  as  an  additional  homestead  entry, 
since  the  original  entry  was  made  subsequent  to  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889.  Vide  John  W.  Cooper  et  al.,  supra.  Nor  will  it  avail  the  appli- 
cant that  the  land  applied  for  was  not  subject  to  entry  at  the  time  he 
made  his  original  entry.    Only  one  entry  is  allowed  under  the  home- 
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stead  law,  and  if  the  home-seeker  elects  to  enter  less  than  160  acres,  lie 
exhausts  his  homestead  rightn  as  completely  as  if  he  had  enteied  a  full 
quarter-section  of  land,  unless  it  is  otherwise  specially  provided  by  law. 

There  was  no  provision  in  the  act  opening  the  ^^  Cherokee  Outlet^  to 
settlement,  allowing  those  who  had  entered  less  than  a  quarter-section 
of  land  in  Oklahoma,  adjoining  the  ^^  Cherokee  Outlet,"  to  take  adjacent 
lands,  in  said  '^Outlet,"  sufScient  to  make  a  full  quarter-section. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


CONTESTAI^T— APPLICATION  TO  ENTER. 

Lewis  S.  Millinoar. 

An  application  to  enter  filed  by  the  contestant  of  a  liomestead  entry  at  the  time  of 
filing  his  affidavit  of  contest  confers  no  right  in  the  event  of  his  securing  a  jadg- 
ment  of  cancellatioD,  and  cannot  be  used  by  him  in  the  exercise  of  his  preferred 
right. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

4,  1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

On  October  30, 1893,  Lewis  S.  Millingar  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  the  homestead  entry  of  Yinnie  Best  et  aLy  made  June  5, 1886,  at 
Pueblo,  Colorado,  for  the  SE.  J  of  section  27,  township  22  S.,  range  42 
W.,  and  at  the  same  time  filed  his  own  application,  homestead  affidavit 
and  non-mineral  affidavit  for  the  same  land.  The  contest  was  prose- 
cuted to  a  successful  issue,  and  the  entry  held  for  cancellation. 

Millingar  has  appealed  here  from  the  decision  of  your  office  denying 
his  application  for  the  return  of  the  homestead  papers  into  his  posses- 
sion, to  the  end  "that  his  homestead  entry  may  be  perfected." 

Your  denial  of  this  application  is  based  on  the — 

reason  that  said  application  to  enter  having  been  made  when  said  land  was  not 
subject  to  disposal,  conferred  no  rights  upon  the  snccessfnl  contestant. 

Insomuch  as  the  papers  could  not  be  made  effective  for  the  purpose 
for  which  they  are  wanted,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  vain  thing  to  comply 
with  the  appellant's  request.  Ady  i?.  Boyle,  17  L.  D.,  529;  Holmes  t?. 
Hockett,  14  L.  D.,  127. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


TIMBER  AJa>  STONE  ACT-UNOFFERED  ULSJ}. 

PlEECE   V.  WYMAN. 

Offered  lands  withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  a  railroad  grant,  on  subsequent  restora- 
tion to  the  public  domain,  fall  within  the  category  of  '^unoffered"  lands,  and 
are  therefore  subject  to  disposal  under  the  timber  and  stone  acts. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  February 

4, 1896.  (G.  0.  R. ) 

On  July  7, 1893,  Homer  V.  Wyinan  made  entry  for  the  W.  J  of  the 
SW.  i  and  the  SE.  J  of  the  S  W.  J,  Sec.  33,  T.  49  K,  R.  7  W.,  Ashland, 
Wiscousiu,  under  the  act  approved  June  3, 1878  (20  Stat.,  89),  entitled 
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an  act  for  the  sale  of  timber  lands,  etc.,  as  extended  by  the  act 
approved  August  4,  1892  (27  Stat.,  348),  to  all  the  public  land  states. 

On  October  12, 1894,  William  Pierce  filed  his  protest  against  the 
issaanee  of  patent  upon  said  entry,  on  the  grounds  that  the  land 
embraced  in  the  entry  was  offered  for  sale  May  2,  1853,  and  was  there- 
fore, not  subject  to  entry  under  the  provisions  of  the  timber  and  stone 
act  (supra),  for  the  reason  that  said  act  only  provides  for  such  entries 
upon  lands  '^  which  have  not  been  offered  at  public  sale,  according  to 
law;"  that  he  is  interested  in  the  lands  as  a  homestead,  inasmuch  as 
lie  bad,  on  October  5, 1893,  made  homestead  application  therefor,  which 
application  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that  the  lands  were  covered  by 
Wyman'a  entry. 

Your  office,  by  decision  dated  I^ovember  3, 1894,  denied  a  hearing, 
npoD  the  doctrine  announced  in  your  office  letter  (^'  H  *')  of  the  same  date, 
in  the  case  of  Cook  t?.  Okerstrom. 

An  appeal  brings  the  case  here. 

From  information  received  at  your  office,  it  appears  that  the  land  was 
in  fact  offered  at  public  sale,  July  4, 1853.  It  fell  within  the  primary 
limits  common  to  the  grants  made  by  the  act  of  May  5, 1864,  for  the 
Chicago,  Saint  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Bail  way  Company  and  the 
^Viseonsin  Central  Railway  Company,  and  was  of  the  lands  allotted  on 
account  of  the  grant  for  the  last  mentioned  company. 

The  line  of  the  road  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  was  not  constructed 
opposite  this  land,  so  the  land  was  restored  under  the  forfeiture  act  of 
September  29, 1890. 

The  laud  having  been  restored  to  the  public  domain,  the  question  pre- 
sented is,  whether  the  same  having  been  once  offered,  is  now  subject  to 
entry  under  the  timber  and  stone  act. 

The  withdrawal  of  the  lands  from  market  abrogated  the  original  offer- 
ing, and  the  subsequent  restoration  did  not  restore  them  as  offered  lands, 
bat  as  lands  that  had  practically  never  been  offered.  Julius  A.  Barnes, 
6  L.  D.,  522;  see  also  Eldred  v.  Sexton,  19  Wall.,  189,  and  An  way  v, 
Phinney,  19  L.  D.,  513. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


POBT  SANI>I:BS  MIJLITABY  RESERVATIOX-ACT  of  JULY  10,  1800. 

Jabez  B.  Simpson  et  al. 

The  preferred  right  accorded  to  ''actaal  ocoapants''  of  the  lands  formerly  embraced 
in  Fort  Sanders  military  reservation  is  limited  to  one  entry  by  persons  who  have 
established  residence  on  the  land  involved,  and  it  accordingly  foUows  thut  such 
right  can  not  be  exercised  by  a  married  woman  whose  husband  perfects  a  claim 
for  another  tract  under  thesame  statute. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ojfice,  February 

4, 1896.  (G.  0.  K.) 

On  November  5, 1890,  Jabez  B.  Simpson  made  desert  land  eiitry  No. 
3695,  for  the  N W.  \  of  the  SE.  J,  the  8E.  i  of  the  SW.  J,  and  lots  L,  :i 
10332— TOL  22 7 
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and  3  of  Sec.  34,  T.  15  N.,  R.  73  W.,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming.  Final  certifi- 
cate No.  1209  was  issaed  to  him  January  27, 1894. 

On  November  6, 1890,  Caira  M.  Simpson  made  desert  land  entry  No. 
3994  for  the  S.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  N.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  said  section. 

Both  entries,  with  the  exception  of  said  lot  1,  embrace  land  within 
the  original  Fort  Sanders  military  reservation,  which  was  restored  to 
the  public  domain  by  the  act  approved  July  10, 1890  (26  Stat.,  227). 
The  act  makes  the  lands  <^  subject  to  disposal  under  the  homestead  law 
only,"  with  a  proviso : 

That  actual  occnpants  thereon  npon  the  first  day  of  January,  1890,  if  otherwise 
qaali'fled,  shall  have  the  preference  right  to  make  one  entry,  not  exceeding  one 
qnarter  section,  under  either  of  the  existing  land  laws,  which  shall  include  their 
respective  improvements. 

The  entries  in  question  were  made  under  said  proviso. 

Mr.  Simpson  accompanied  his  application  with  an  affidavit,  stating 
that  he  had  been  in  the  actual  and  continued  possession  of  the  land 
since  1884,  and  that  his  improvements  thereon  consist  of  one  stone 
house  of  six  rooms,  barns,  corrals,  sheds,  fences,  ditches — in  value 
irom  eight  to  ten  thousand  dollars.  In  his  final  proof  he  states  that 
"no  other  person,  company,  or  corporation,  has  any  interest  whatever 
in  said  entry  or  tract  of  land  but  Caira  M.  Simpson,  a  housekeeperj  and 
Frank  Simpson,  a  conductor,"  etc. 

Caira  M.  Simpson,  in  a  sworn  statement  accompanying  her  applica- 
tion, stated  that  she  had  been  "in  actual  and  continued  possession  of 
said  described  lands  and  the  improvements  thereon  since  the  year 
1884,"  etc. 

It  thus  appearing  probable  that  the  said  Jabez  B.  and  Caira  M.  Simp- 
son were  husband  and  wife,  your  office,  on  July  17,  1894,  directed 
that  the  said  Caira  M.  be  called  upon  to  make  affidavit  as  to  whether 
she  was  the  wife  of  the  said  Jabez  B.  Simpson,  your  office  holding 
that  "actual  occupancy"  must  be  shown  to  authorize  the  entry,  and 
that  husband  and  wife  can  not  maintain  separate  residences  at  the 
same  time,  citing  Hattie  E.  Walker  (15  L.  D.,  377),  and  that  if  they 
were  in  fact  husband  and  wife,  they  could  not  hold  both  entries,  and 
sixty  days  were  allowed  them  to  elect  which  entry  to  retain. 

Notice  of  this  requirement  was  served  on  the  parties,  and  no 
response  was  made  thereto,  except  that  the  attorney  for  the  entry- 
man,  in  a  letter  to  the  register,  insisted  that  "occupation  of  the  land 
by  using  the  same  as  a  pasture  gave  the  occupant  a  preference  right  to 
enter  it  under  the  then  existing  laws." 

Your  office,  on  September  10,  1894,  adhered  to  its  former  ruling 
requiring  "actual  inhabitancy"  to  be  shown. 

Both  Jabez  B.  and  Caira  M.  Simpson  have  appealed  to  this  Depart- 
ment. 

Just  why  Mr.  Simpson  should  feel  personally  aggrieved  by  the  action 
of  your  office  is  not  very  clear.    His  final  proof  appears  to  have  been 
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approved,  and  he  was  given  the  rather  qaestionable  right  to  elect  which 
of  the  two  entries  he  would  relinquish,  on  the  presumption  that  he  was 
the  husband  of  Gaira  M.  Simpson.  There  was  no  right  denied  to  him, 
and  his  appeal  is  hereby  dismissed. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  Caira  M.  Simpson  stated  that  she  had  been  <<  in 
actual  continued  possession  "  of  the  lands  since  1884.  The  particular 
point  involved  in  this  controversy  is,  whether  this  statement,  admitting 
its  truth,  gives  her  the  preference  right  to  make  entry  of  the  land  under 
either  of  the  land  laws. 

As  a  condition  precedent  to  this  right,  it  must  be  shown  that  the 
applicant  is  an  <^  actual  occupant  thereon." 

An  occupant  is  one  who  has  the  actual  use  or  possession  of  a  thing 
(Bonvier).  But  the  statute  expressly  requires  that  the  occupancy  shall 
be  ^^  thereon,"  meaning  actnal  inhabitancy  or  residence  on  the  land 
before  the  privilege  of  the  preference  right  can  be  given,  and  then  it 
shall  not  cover  more  than  one  quarter  section,  including  the  improve- 
ments, etc.    This  requirement  was  not  met. 

Moreover,  but  one  entry  is  allowed.  I  think  it  may  be  fairly  inferred 
that  Jabez  B.  and  Caira  M.  Simpson  are  husband  and  wife,  since  they 
refuse  when  called  on  to  deny  that  inference;  and  to  allow  both  to 
make  entries  would  be  contrary  to  the  intent  and  spirit  of  the  statute. 

For  the  reasons  given,  the  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed.  (Fort 
Sanders,  14  L.  D.,  622;  Piper  v.  State  of  Wyoming,  15  L.  D.,  93.) 


RAILROAD  GRANT-INDEMNFTY  SELECTION-SETTLEMENT  RIGHT. 

[Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Richards. 

Ao  indemnity  selection  of  land  oocnpied  by  one  who  at  saoh  time  had  exhausted  his 
rights  i.nder  the  settlement  laws,  is  not  defeated  by  the  subsequent  qaalification 
of  the  occupant  to  make  a  second  homestead  entry  under  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  8, 1896.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
T.  J.  W.  Richards,  involving  the  S.  J  of  the  "SB.  J  and  lots  1,  2,  and  3, 
of  Sec.  13,  T.  14  N.,  R.  4  E.,  Walla  Walla  land  district,  Washington. 

The  land  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  company 
named,  and  was  selected  by  said  company  on  December  17, 1883.  On 
September  29, 1885,  Richards  applied  to  file  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  land ;  bnt  his  application  was  rejected  becaase  of  said 
prior  selection  by  the  railroad  company.  He  appealed  to  your  office, 
which  directed  a  hearing.  At  the  hearing  the  testimony  taken  showed 
that  one  Philip  Cox  occupied  the  land  about  the  time  of  its  selection 
by  the  company;  but  whether  he  abandoned  it  or  perfected  his  entry 
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was  not  clearly  shown.  Thereupon  your  office,  by  letter  of  February 
20, 1S95,  instructed  the  local  officers  to  notify  Eichards  that  he  would 
be  allowed  sixty  days  in  which  to  furnish  evidence  as  to  the  facts 
regarding  Cox's  occupation  of  the  land. 

Richards  forwarded  an  affidavit  executed  by  Cox,  which  was  by  tbe 
local  officers  and  your  office,  held  sufficient  to  show  that  the  land  was 
not  subject  to  selection  by  the  company  on  December  17,  1883.  From 
said  decision  of  your  office  (dated  June  3, 1895),  the  company  appealed. 

The  substance  of  said  affidavit  was  that  on  December  17, 1888  (the 
date  of  the  company's  selection),  and  for  a  considerable  period  prior  and 
subsequently  to  that  date,  Cox  was  residing  upon  and  claiming  said  land ; 
that  about  1866  he  resided  upon  and  claimed,  for  about  a  year,  certain 
land  in  sections  6  and  7,  T.  9  N.,  R.  38  W.,  Washington ;  but  whether 
he  made  homestead  entry  of  the  land  last  described  he  seems  uncer- 
tain; also  that  he  is  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

The  decision  of  your  office  (of  June  3, 1895,  supra^)  states  that  the 
records  show  that  said  Cox,  on  March  21, 1865,  made  homestead  entry 
of  the  E.  i  of  the  SW.  J  and  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  6,  and  KE.  J 
of  the  NW  i  of  Sec.  7,  T.  9  N.,  R.  38  W.,  Washington;  but  that  said 
entry  was  voluntarily  relinquished  by  Cox,  and  for  that  reason  can- 
celled on  March  28, 1867. 

Cox  says  nothing  whatever  regarding  his  qualifications  as  a  pre- 
emptor. 

As  Richards  is  the  assailant  of  the  selection  of  record,  the  burden  is 
ni>on  him  to  show  that  such  selection  was  invalid. 

Your  office  decision  appealed  from  finds  and  holds,  in  substance,  that 
inasmuch  as  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat, 
854),  entitled  Cox  to  make  a  second  entry  under  the  homestead  law,  he 
was  a  ^^ qualified  claimant  under  the  homestead  laws'';  it  therefore 
holds  the  company's  selection  for  cancellation,  with  a  view  to  the  allow- 
ance of  Richards'  pre-emption  application. 

I  can  not  concur  in  this  conclusion. 

It  is  a  well  estAbllshed  principle  that  the  right  aoquired  by  an  indemnity  aelec- 
tion  is  dependent  npon  the  status  of  the  land  at  ike  date  of  selection  (Hastings  and 
Dakota  Ry.  Go.  v,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Ry.  Co.,  13  L.  D  ,  535,  and 
many  other  cases). 

The  land  in  controversy  was  on  December  17, 1883,  occupied  by  a 
person  who  at  that  date  appears  to' have  been  disqualified  to  enter  the 
same,  and  the  land  was  therefore  then  subject  to  selection.  Having 
been  selected,  the  subsequent  act  of  March  2, 1889,  restoring  the  right 
of  persons  who  had  previously  made  entry,  simply  gave  them  the  right 
to  enter  any  portion  of  the  public  domain  that  might  be  tbund  subject 
to  entry  at  the  date  of  application,  but  did  not  affect  the  status  of 
lands  to  which  the  rights  of  other  parties  had  previously  attached. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  reversed,  and  the  railroad  company's 
selection  will  remain  intact. 
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MINERAL  PATENT— ERRONEOUS  SURVEY-SECOND  PATENT. 

United  States  v.  Rumset  et  al. 

lu  case  of  a  mineral  patent  based  apon  an  erroneous  survey,  a  new  patent  can  not 
iasne  without  a  proper  application  under  a  corrected  survey;  and  if  the  patentee 
refuse  to  surrender  the  patent,  so  issued  by  mistake,  and  reconvey  the  land 
embraced  therein,  suit  to  recover  title  should  be  instituted  by  the  government. 

Secretary  Smith  io  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  5,  1896,  (P.  J.  0.) 

The  Department  is  in  receipt  of  your  letter  (**1^")  of  January  16, 
1896,  in  reference  to  the  Little  Nell  lode,  mineral  entry  No.  2505,  Helena, 
Montana,  land  district,  patented  to  Israel  P.  Bamsey  et  a/.,  April  9, 
1892. 

It  appears  that  the  official  survey  of  this  lode  claim  fixed  its  locus  in 
sections  19  and  30,  township  9  K.,  range  2  W.,  whereas  subsequent 
examination  shows  this  to  have  been  erroneous,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact 
it  is  just  one  mile  north  and  in  sections  18  and  19.  This  mistake  was 
made,  according  to  the  report  of  the  deputy  surveyor,  because — 

The  section  comer  of  township  line  between  township  2  and  3  west,  set  for  comer 
between  sections  18  and  19,  was  incorrectly  marked,  having  been  marked  to  represent 
the  position  two  miles  north  and  four  miles  south  of  the  township  line,  which  would 
indicate  it  to  be  the  southwest  comer  of  section  19.  This  comer  was  the  one  from 
which  I  determined  the  location  of  the  claim  above  referred  to,  and  accounts  for  the 
improper  or  erroneous  connection  line  returned  in  my  official  survey. 

By  your  oflftce  letters  of  August  10,  1894,  iJJovember  19,  1894,  and 
February  11,  1895,  the  patentees  were  required  to  surrender  their 
patent  and  reconvey  to  the  United  States,  when,  after  correcting  the 
field  notes  and  plat,  making  proper  notice  by  publication  and  posting, 
a  new  patent  correctly  describing  the  claim  would  issue.  No  response 
seems  to  have  been  made  to  these  demands  by  any  one  shown  to  have 
an  interest  in  the  property.  I  iind  in  the  files  a  letter  from  one  A.  S. 
Hovey,  in  which  reference  is  made  to  your  office  letter  of  August  10, 
1894,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  letter  or  the  papers  to  show  what,  if 
any,  interest  he  has  in  the  premises,  or  what  right  he  has  to  represent 
tbe  parties  in  interest. 

In  this  letter  it  is  suggested  that  the  owners  are  willing  to  surrender 
tbe  patent  upon  assurance  that  the  Department  would  issue  another, 
correctly  describing  the  claim.  In  response  to  this  it  is  said  in  your 
said  letter  to  this  Department:  "I  doubt  the  propriety  of  this  course, 
however,  because  of  tbe  fact  that  no  notice  has  ever  been  given  of 
application  for  patent,  correctly  describing  the  claim." 

There  is  no  way  in  which  the  government  can  grant  its  patent,  except 
upon  a  compliance  with  the  law  by  those  seeking  it.  The  locus  of  the 
Little  Nell  has  never  been  correctly  tixed.    This  is  absolutely  required, 


102  DECISIONS   RELATING    TO    THE    PUBLIC    LANDS. 

both  to  keep  tbe  records  in  your  office  in  correct  condition,  and  to 
notify  others  who  may  have  adverse  rights  in  the  laud. 

1  therefore  concur  in  your  conclusion  that  a  new  patent  can  not  issue 
without  a  proper  application  under  a  corrected  survey,  and  that  if  the 
owners  will  not  surrender  the  patent  and  reconvey  to  the  United  States 
the  land  described  therein,  a  recommendation  for  suit  to  vacate  the 
patent  should  be  made  to  the  Department  of  Justice. 

I  would  suggest,  however,  that  your  office  cause  notice  of  this  deci- 
sion to  be  served  on  the  owners  of  the  Little  Nell,  together  with  a 
demand  to  surrender  the  patent  and  reconvey  to  the  United  States  the 
land  described  in  the  patent  within  a  reasonable  time.  On  their  fail- 
ure or  refusal  so  to  do,  you  are  directed  to  cause  certified  copies  of 
such  papers  as  are  required  to  be  made,  and  transmit  the  same  to  the 
Department  for  the  purpose  of  laying  the  same  before  the  Honorable 
Attorney-General  of  the  United  States,  with  a  recommendation  for 
suit  to  vacate  the  patent  because  issued  through  mistake. 


OKLJUIOMA   TOWX   LOTS -SEPARATE   INTERESTS. 

Woodson  et  al.  v.  Johnson  et  al. 

Townsite  trustees  should  not  execate  deeds  for  fractional  parts  of  a  town  lot,  hat  for 
the  protection  of  separate  interests  therein  may,  on  joint  application,  deed  to  the 
several  parties  jointly  the  entire  lot  according  to  their  respective  holdings. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.H.)  8^1896.  (P.J.C.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  lots  one  and  two,  block  eighty 
Lisbon,  now  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma  Territory. 

The  record  before  me  shows  that  the  municipal  authorities  of  Lisbon 
issued  certificates  of  lot  ownership  August  28, 1889,  to  .1.  T.  O'Donnell 
for  lot  1,  and  to  O.  L.  Seebolt  for  lot  2,  both  in  block  8,  of  said  town. 
These  certificates  are  to  the  effect  that  the  claimants  are  ** entitled  to 
the  right  of  ownership  and  possession"  of  the  lots,  *' subject,  however, 
to  all  tuture  acts  of  Congress,"  and  the  mayor  and  counsel  guarantee 
unto  their  ^' heirs  and  assigns  quiet  and  peaceable  possession  of  said 
property." 

On  August  24,  1889,  Seebolt,  by  a  quit  claim  deed  conveyed,  for  the 
expressed  consideration  of  $200,  lot  2  to  Lucy  R.  Scott,  and  on  Septem- 
ber 27,  following  O'Donnell,  for  the  same  consideration,  transferred  to 
her  lot  I . 

On  March  15,  1890,  Scott  and  husband  conveyed  to  J.  K.  Woodson, 
for  the  expressed  consideration  of  $450,  fifty  feet  off  the  *'  west  or  Tear 
portion  of"  said  lots,  "making  a  piece  of  ground  fifty  by  fifty  feet 
square,"  and  on  March  18,  following  conveyed  for  the  expressed  con- 
sideration of  $50,  to  M.  C  Brownlee  "ten  by  fifty  feet  off  of  that  por- 
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tion  of  lots  one  and  two  in  block  eight  lying  east  of  the  portion  of  said 
lots  conveyed  to  J.  K.  Woodson." 

On  September  6, 1890,  Lucy  E.  Scott  made  application  for  deed  "  to 
board  ^o.  three  of  townsite  trustees"  for  the  whole  of  said  lots. 

On  September  8, 1890,  William  G.  and  Alexander  C.  Johnson  made 
a  similar  application  for  the  same  lots,  alleging  that  they  were  the  first 
and  only  legal  claimants  therefor,  having  settled  thereon  April  28, 1889, 
and  commenced  improvements.  On  September  10,  following  John  H. 
Burnett  also  made  a  similar  application  for  the  same  lots,  making  sub- 
stantially the  same  allegations. 

A  hearing  seems  to  have  been  had  between  the  Johnsons  and  Bnrnett 
and  Scott,  but  after  the  testimony  had  been  taken,  a  compromise  was 
effected  between  them,  and  a  quit  claim  deed,  dated  February  4, 1891, 
is  exhibited  by  which  Scott  and  husband  transferred  for  the  expressed 
consideration  of  $1,000,  and  the  grantees  assuming  the  indebtedness 
against  the  improvements,  to  H.  G.  Johnson  and  John  H.  Burnett  said 
lots,  including  all  improvements  thereon.  On  the  following  day,  Feb- 
ruary 5,  Brownlee  and  Woodson  filed  separate  affidavits,  in  which  they 
set  forth  their  purchase  of  a  part  of  the  lots  as  detailed  above,  their 
permanent  improvements  thereon,  their  continuous  occupancy  thereof, 
and  the  further  fact  that  each  had  relied  on  Scott  procuring  the  govern- 
ment title  to  said  lots,  they  each  paying  their  proportion  of  the  expense 
attending  this;  that  now,  in  fraud  of  their  rights,  Scott  has  transferred 
all  of  said  lots  to  Johnson  and  Burnett.  They  protest  against  the 
issuance  of  patent  to  them,  and  each  makes  application  to  purchase 
that  part  of  the  lots  deeded  to  each  by  Scott.  On  the  same  day  A.  C. 
Johus4.u  quit-claimed  to  W.  G.  Johnson  and  Burnett  all  his  right  to 
the  lots. 

As  a  result  of  the  hearing  the  townsite  board  decided  in  favor  of  the 
protostants,  and  awarded  to  them  the  portions  of  the  lots  transferred 
by  Scott.  On  appeal,  your  office,  by  letter  of  April  9, 1894,  affirmed 
their  action,  whereupon  the  defendants  prosecute  this  appeal,  assign- 
ing error  both  of  fact  and  law. 

From  an  examination  of  the  testimony  1  am  satisfied  that  your  office 
decision  fairly  and  sufficiently  states  the  facts,  and  1  concur  therein. 

It  may  be  necessary,  however,  to  refer  to  the  main  features  in  con- 
troversy, as  the  question  involved  is  a  new  one.  The  certificates  of 
ownership  to  Seebolt  and  O'Donnell  were  issued  August  28, 1889,  and 
in  August  and  September  of  the  same  year  they  conveyed  to  Scott. 
On  March  15, 1890,  Scott  conveyed  to  Woodson.  It  is  shown  that 
'^early  in  the  summer  of  1889,  May  or  June,"  she  erected  a  house  on 
that  portion  of  the  lot  costing  from  $700  to  $1,000,  and  had  been  in  pos- 
session of  the  same.  The  conveyance  to  Brownlee  by  Scott  was  March 
18, 1890,  for  the  ten  foot  strip  upon  which  Brownlee  had  a  two  story 
house  ten  by  twenty-five  feet,  costing  $350  to  $400,  whicli  was  also 
built  in  the  summer  of  1889.    So  far  as  the  record  discloses  there  seems 
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to  have  been  no  controversy  between  tbese  parties,  and  that  they  thus 
amicably  adjusted  their  several  rights  to  the  lots.  It  was  not  until  the 
advent  of  the  subsequent  grantees  of  Scott,  under  a  deed  conveying 
the  lots  as  an  entirety,  together  with  all  improvements  thereon,  that 
Brownlee  and  Woodson  had  any  apprehension  of  their  title.  Under  the 
circumstances  they  were  fully  justified,  in  my  opinion,  in  moving  to 
protect  their  rights,  and  from  the  testimony  it  is  clear  that  they  are 
entitled  to  their  proportion  of  the  lots  involved. 

A  difficulty  arises,  however,  as  to  the  method  by  which  they  can 
secure  title  to  fractional  portions  of  these  lots.  It  has  been  recently 
decided  by  the  Department  in  J.  F.  McGrath  et  al.  (20  L.  D.,  542),  that 

the  execution  of  deeds  (by  the  trastees)  to  fractional  parts  of  sarveyed  and  num- 
bered lotSy  or  to  lots  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  which  did  not  conform  to 
the  survey,  would  be  unauthorized,  and  soon  result  in  interminable  confusion  and 
mischief. 

This  expression  of  opinion  as  to  the  right  of  the  trustees  to  convey 
fractional  parts  of  lots  would  seem  to  be  conclusive,  and  to  require  the 
trustees  to  give  deeds  by  what  may  be  termed,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
discussion,  the  legal  subdivisions;  that  is,  for  lots  as  an  entirety. 

In  view  of  this  authority  the  decisions  below,  holding  that  deeds 
shall  issue  to  each  party  for  the  jiortiou  found  to  belong  to  each,  must 
be  modified.  It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  there  can  be  no  objection 
to  requiring  the  parties  hereto  to  make  a  joint  application  for  deed,  and 
that  the  trustees  may  make  a  deed  to  them  jointly  for  said  lots.  This 
method  would  enable  the  parties,  if  they  cannot  amicably  settle  their 
proportionate  rights  to  the  land,  to  go  into  the  local  courts  and  have 
it  properly  adjusted. 

The  order  will  therefore  be  that  the  parties  hereto,  Josephine  K. 
Woodson,  Mary  C.  Brownlee,  William  G.  Johnson,  and  John  H.  Bur- 
nett, shall,  within  sixty  days  from  receipt  of  notice  of  this  decision, 
make  joint  application  for  deed  to  lots  1  and  2,  block  8,  Kingfisher, 
Oklahoma,  each  paying  for  the  land  according  to  their  holdings  under 
this  judgment;  that  is,  Woodson  fifty  by  fifty  feet,  Brownlee  ten  by 
fifty  feet,  and  Johnson  and  Burnett  the  remainder  of  said  lots,  and 
the  trustees  shall  make  one  deed  to  the  parties,  describing  the  land 
and  conveying  to  the  parties  according  to  their  respective  holdings. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  thus  modified. 
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PRIVATE  3LANI>  CLAIM— SURVET -DECREE  OF  COXPIRMATION. 

Martinez  et  al.  v.  The  United  States. 

The  instructions  for  the  survey  of  a  confirmed  private  claim  must  follow  in  terms 
the  decree  of  confirmation.  The  Department  may  determine  on  appeal  whether 
sach  instructions  are  in  conformity  with  the  decree,  but  it  can  not  review  the 
action  of  the  court  in  the  matter  of  fixing  the  boundaries  of  said  claim. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Larid  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  8,  1896.  (W.  M.  B.) 

Juliaa  A.  Martinez,  et  al.  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  June 
7, 1894,  and  that  of  July  19, 1894,  reaffirming  said  former  decision  in 
the  case  of  said  plaintiffs  against  The  United  States,  wherein  your  said 
office,  for  reasons  therein  contained,  refused  to  approve  supplemental 
special  instructions  issued  by  the  surveyor-general  under  contract 
No.  280,  dated  April  26, 1894,  awarded  to  United  States  deputy  sur- 
veyor Sherrard  Coleman  for  the  survey  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo  land 
grant  (reported  Ko.  159,  office  docket  United  States  court  of  private 
land  claims.  No.  5)  situate  in  Taos  County,  Territory  of  New  Mexico,  as 
confirmed  by  decree  of  said  court,  sitting  at  Santa  Fe,  in  and  for  said 
Territory. 

The  contracting  deputy  surveyor  having  rejwrted  to  the  surveyor- 
general,  after  an  examination  in  the  field  as  to  the  true  locus  of  the 
boimdary  calls  of  this  grant  as  given  in  the  original  instructions  for 
the  survey  thereof,  that  it  was  impossible  to  make  a  survey  of  the 
granted  land  under  said  instructions,  asked  that  supplemental  special 
iostruction  be  given  in  order  that  the  said  survey  might  be  properly 
and  correctly  executed. 

Upon  drafting  and  submitting,  by  the  surveyor-general,  to  your 
office,  for  approval,  such  instructions,  your  said  office  declined  to 
approve  the  same,  holding  in  referred  to  office  decision  of  June  7, 1894 — 
embodied  in  letter  of  same  dat«  to  the  surveyor-general — that: 

It  is  .  .  .  .  clearly  evident  that  the  power  to  issue  supplemental  special 
instmctions  to  deputy  Coleman  directing  him  to  execute  the  survey  of  the  Arroyo 
Hondo  grant  in  any  manner  which  is  not  in  strict  compliance  witli  the  decree  of  con- 
firmation describing  the  boundaries  of  said  grant  does  not  lie  with  you  or  this  office; 
consequently  the  supplemental  special  inBtrnctions  issued  by  you  to  deputy  Colemany 
vberein  he  is  directed  in  fact  to  execute  said  survey  in  direct  contravention  of  the 
terms  of  the  decree  of  confirmation,  cannot  be  legally  approved. 

It  its  also  apparent,  from  the  terms  of  the  act  (March  3, 1891, 26  Stat.  358,  section  10) 
referred  to,  that  although  the  boundaries  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo  claim  are  found  to  be 
erroneously  described  in  the  decree  of  confirmation,  the  power  to  correct  said  errors 
of  description  lies  wholly  with  the  court  wherein  the  decision  was  rendered. 

Plaintiffs  assign  as  errors  of  your  office  in  disapproving  the  said 
supplemental  special  instructions  by  the  surveyor-general  to  Deputy 
Surveyor  Coleman,  as  follows,  to  wit: 

I.  Because  the  said  supplemental  instructions  were  correct  and  described  the 
boundaries  of  the  said  grant  as  given  and  set  out  in  the  decree  of  confirmation  of 
the  said  grant. 
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II.  Because  the  bonndaries  of  the  said  grant  as  described  and  set  out  in  the  decree 
of  confirmation  were  correct,  and  in  exact  compliance  with  the  boundaries  and  calls 
given  in  the  original  expediente  of  the  grant. 

III.  Because  the  said  supplemental  special  instructions  should  have  been  ap- 
proved, and  the  survey  made  in  accordance  therewith  so  that  persons  wishing  to 
make  objection  might  have  done  so,  and  then  the  plaintiffs  would  have  had  the 
opportunity  to  answer  any  objections  before  the  court,  as  provided  for  by  the  act  of 
Congress  under  which  the  court  approved  the  grant. 

IV.  Because  the  Honorable  Commissioner  held  that  the  original  special  instruc- 
tions described  the  boundaries  of  the  grant  as  they  appear  in  the  decree  of  confirma- 
tion, whereas  they  are  incorrect,  because  they  do  not  describe  the  boundaries  as 
they  are  in  the  docree. 

y.  Because  the  United  States  court  of  private  land  claims  fixed  and  designated 
the  bonndaries  in  the  decree  after  full  hearing  of  the  case  and  testimony,  and  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  has  no  power  or  authority  to  change  the 
same  after  final  decree  of  confirmation,  as  in  this  case. 

The  primal  qaestioii  which  presen  ts  itself  for  consideratioii  is :  whether 
the  referred  to  supplemental  special  instructions  fail — ''in  any  man- 
ner^— to  conform  to,  or  are  "  not  in  strict  compliance  with  the  decree  of 
confirmation  describing  the  boundaries  of  said  grant ",  and  wherein, 
if  in  any  manner,  the  original  special  instructions  approved  by  your 
office  are  in  non-conformity  therewith. 

To  reach  thac  end  it  will  be  necessary  at  this  place  to  set  out  the 
material  or  that  portion  of  said  decree  respecting  the  boundaries,  or 
more  properly  speaking  the  boundary  calls,  of  the  grant,  which  is  in 
words  following: 

That  the  title  and  claim  of  said  comiilainants  and  the  other  heirs,  descendants  and 
successors  in  interest  and  title  to  the  original  grantee  Nerio  Sisneros  and  the  forty* 
four  families  with  him  in  and  to  the  following  tract  of  land  namely — a  tract  <»f  land 
in  said  county  of  Taos  bounded  ou  tlie  n(»rth  by  the  land  mark  of  the  settler  Pablo 
Cordova,  and  on  the  south  by  the  mouth  of  cation  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo  and  the  land 
mark  of  Pablo  Lucero.  and  ou  the  east  by  the  ridge  of  the  mountain,  and  ou  the 
west  "with  the  brow  of  Arroyo  Hondo,  <  oii^istiug  ot*  twenty-four  thousand  acres,  be 
and  the  same  is  hereby  established  aud  confirmed  in  them,  their  heirs,  successors  and 
assigns  forever. 

The  surveyor-general  in  his  letter  to  Deputy  Coleman,  under  date  of 
May  25, 1894,  embodying  supplemental  special  instructions  for  survey 
of  the  grant  in  question,  states : 

It  now  appears  from  your  communication  dated  May  22,  1894  (a  copy  of  which  is 
hereto  attached),  that  from  a  personal  examination  in  the  field,  and  from  testimony 
submitted  to  yon  in  relation  to  the  boundary  calls  of  said  grant,  that  youilnd  it  im- 
possible to  make  a  survey  of  the  same  according  to  the  special  (original)  instructions 
issued  ou  March  26,  1894,  and  you  ask  for  new  instructions  for  the  survey  of  said 
grant. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  you  do  not  find  the  boundary  calls  of  said  grant  located 
as  they  were  supposed  to  exist  in  the  field  at  the  time  that  the  special  (original) 
instructions  of  March  26,  1894  were  issued  for  the  survey  of  said  grant,  I  therefore 
issue  the  following  supplemental  special  instructions  for  your  guidance  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  survey  of  said  grant,  to  wit: 

It  appears  from  your  said  conimunicatlon  aud  from  the  stateineut  of  boundaries, 
that  the  north  boundary  of  this  graut  should  be  establishod  through  the  "laud  mark 
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of  the  settler  Pablo  Cordova'' ;  that  the  south  bonndary  should  be  established  at  the 
mouth  of  the  ''Canon  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo'',  and  through  the  "landmark  of  Pablo 
Lncero  '* ;  that  the  east  boundary  should  be  established  along  the  * '  ridge  of  the  moun- 
tain;*' and  that  the  west  boundary  should  be  established  along  the  "brow  of  the 
Arrovo  Hondo." 

You  are  therefore  instructed  in  the  execution  of  this  survey  to  proceed  to  the  '*  brow 
of  the  Arroyo  Hondo"  which  is  the  west  boundary  call  of  said  grant,  and  at  a 
point  on  the  sontli  side  of  said  arroyo  you  will  establish  the  beginning  and  S.  W. 
comer  of  the  survey  of  said  tract  as  directed  in  the  manual  of  surveying  instruc- 
tions of  1890;  thence  in  an  easterly  direction  to  the  ''land  mark  of  Pablo  Lucero"; 
thence  in  an  easterly  direction  to  a  point  in  the  "mouth  of  the  Cailon  of  the  Arroyo 
Hondo"  on  the  south  side  thereof;  thence  in  an  easterly  direction  to  the  "ridge  of 
the  moantain",  which  is  designated  in  the  decree  of  approval  and  confirmation  as 
the  east  boundary  call  of  said  grant,  at  which  point  yon  w^ill  establish  the  S.  E. 
comer  of  said  tract;  thence  in  a  northerly  direction,  following  the  "ridge  of  the 
moantain''  to  a  point  on  a  line  in  an  easterly  and  westerly  direction  through  the 
"  land  mark  of  Pablo  Cordova  ",  at  which  point  you  will  establish  the  N.  E.  comer 
of  saitl  tract;  thence  in  a  westerly  direction  to  the  "land  mark  of  Pablo  Cordova"; 
thence  in  a  west-erly  direction  to  the  brow  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo,  at  which  point 
yon  will  establish  the  N.  W.  comer  of  said  tract ;  thence  in  a  southerly  direction 
along  the  "brow  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo"  to  the  place  of  beginning. 

The  decree  of  confirmation  named  five  well  known  and  definitely 
ascertained  land  marks,  or  bonndary  calls,  of  this  grant,  and  desig- 
nated no  more,  doabtless,  for  the  reason  that  a  greater  number  were 
not  known  to  exist,  or  mentioned  in  the  grant.  Be  that  as  it  may,  but 
still  while  it  is  true  that  the  original  special  instructions,  approved  by 
your  office  for  the  survey  of  the  grant,  described  these  said  land  marks, 
or  boundary  calls  precisely  as  they  are  described  in  the  decree  of  the 
court,  yet  a  very  material  and  serious  error  was  made  in  those  instruc- 
tions in  fixing  or  locating  the  situs  of  the  boundary  call  selected  as  the 
beginning  or  starting  point  in  the  i)ropo8ed  survey,  as  follows,  to- wit: 

You  (depnty  surveyor)  are  therefore  instructed  in  the  executiou  of  this  survey, 
to  proceed  to  "the  mouth  of  canon  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo,"  which  is  one  of  the 
boundary  calln,  and  which  evidently  means  the  mouth  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo,  where 
the  same  empties  into  the  Rio  Grande  del  Norte,  at  which  point  3'ou  will  establish 
the  beginning  of  the  survey  of  said  tract  by  setting  and  marking  the  beginning  and 
S.  W.  comer  of  said  survey. 

The  court  in  its  decree  did  not  undertake  to  give  the  relative  locations 
of  the  boundary  calls,  and  for  the  original  instructions  to  locate  the 
boundary  call,  designed  as  the  starting  point  in  the  survey,  some  miles 
distant  east,  from  the  real  situs  constituted  an  error  sufficiently  grave 
to  render  the  survey  made  in  accordance  therewith  defective  and  inac- 
curate, and  which  would  necessarily  cause  the  survey  to  embrace  land 
not  intended  to  go  to  the  grantees.  With  respect  to  the  locus  of  said 
boundary  call  appellants  state  that: 

The  impression  has  existed  with  some,  and  no  doubt  did  with  the  serveyor-general 
when  he  gave  his  original  special  instructions,  that  the  boundary  call  "  the  month 
of  the  ca&on  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo"  meant  the  junction  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo  and  the 
Rio  Grande;  this  is  an  error  as  it  (the  point  of  confluence  of  the  two  above  named 
streams)  is  some  seven  miles  west  from  the  point  given  as  one  (Pablo  Lucero)  of  the 
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«oath  boundary  oalla  in  the  decree ;  and  which  appeared  in  evidence  when  the  grant 
was  confirmed. 

By  reference  to  the  sketch  map,  or  diagram,  of  the  granted  lands — 
hereto  attached  and  marked  exhibit  '^A" — it  will  be  observed  that  "the 
mouth  of  the  Caiion  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo"  is  situate  upon  the  land 
included  in  the  grant  as  confirmed  by  the  court  at  a  point  indicated  by 
the  letter  "B",  being  several  miles  distant  east — instead  of  west— of 
the  other  south  boundary  call  described  as  Pablo  Lucero,  the  relative 
position  of  which  to  the  other  south  boundary  call  is  indicated  by  the 
letter  "C"  upon  the  sketch  map. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  relative  locations  of  the  five 
boundary  calls — the  one  to  the  other — does  not  appear  in  the  decree  of 
confirmation,  still  it  is  clear  that  the  boundary  call  ^'the  month  of 
cafion  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo",  is  not  at  the  point  of  confluence  of  the 
Arroyo  Hondo  and  the  Rio  Grande  del  JSTorte,  but  is  at  the  i)oint 
where  the  Arroyo  Hondo  comes  out  of  the  mountain  at  the  western 
terminus  or  extremity  of  the  canon,  and  necessarily  is  where  the  said 
canon  ends  and  coincidentally  terminates  with  the  mountain,  or  the 
spur  or  foot  hill  thereof. 

The  court  designated  "the  brow  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo",  which  evi- 
dently means  the  brow  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo  hill,  as  the  western 
boundary  call,  and  consequently  the  Bio  Grande  cannot  be  the  western 
boundary  of  the  grant,  aB  seems  to  have  been  at  first  supposed  by  the 
surveyor-general  as  would  appear  from  his  original  special  instructions, 
since  a  portion  of  the  Caiion  de  los  Mestenos  lay  between  the  western 
boundary  of  the  grant  in  question  and  the  said  river. 

It  appears  that  your  office  did  not  only  refuse  to  sanction  the  execu- 
tion of  this  survey  under  the  supplemental  instructions  for  the  reason 
stated,  but  for  the  further  reason  of  alleged  error  on  the  part  of  the 
court  in  describing  the  boundary  calls  of  the  grant,  as  evidenced  by 
your  office  decision  in  the  following  words: 

There  appears  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  boundaries  of  the  grant  as  described  in  the 
decree,  are  erroneous  and  that  the  deputy  cannot  execute  the  soryey  of  the  grant 
under  his  instructions  by  reason  of  existing  errors  in  the  description  of  said  bound> 
aries. 

It  is  also  apparent,  from  the  terms  of  the  act  (March  3,  1891.)  referred  to,  that 
although  the  boundaries  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo  claim  are  found  to  be  erroneously 
described  in  the  decree  of  confirmation,  the  power  to  correct  said  errors  of  descrip- 
tion lies  wholly  with  the  court  wherein  the  decision  was  rendered. 

If 

You  are  therefore  instructed  to  notify  Deputy  Coleman  to  suspend  further  opera- 
tions in  the  suryey  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo  grant  under  the  special  instructions  orig- 
inally issued  to  him  under  contract  No.  280;  and  yon  will  also  notify  the  U.  S.  court 
of  private  land  claims  of  the  inability  of  the  contracting  deputy  to  execute  said 
suryey  by  reason  of  the  erroneous  description  of  the  boundaries  of  said  grant,  as 
embodied  in  the  decree  of  confirmation. 

It  is  competent  for  your  office  to  determine  whether  the  special 
instruction  issued  for  the  survey  of  a  land  grant  confirmed  by  the  court 
of  private  laud  claims  are  in  conformity  with  the  decree  of  the  court, 
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but  yoar  said  office  can  no  more  review  the  action  of  that  court  for  the 
purpose  of  declaring  the  same  erroneous  in  any  particular,  than  it  can 
correct  any  supposed  error  therein. 

There  seems  to  be  considerable  controversy  over  the  eastern  boundary 
of  the  gi*ant  as  fixed  by  the  court,  and  it  further  appears  from  the  record 
that  the  court  was  petitioned  to  reconsider  its  former  action  and  change 
its  finding — reached  after  two  hearings  had  in  the  case — with  respect 
to  the  location  and  description  of  this  boundary  call  of  the  grant. 

The  record  shows  that  at  the  April  1894  term,  of  the  court  wherein 
a  final  decision  was  rendered  in  the  case — more  than  a  year  prior 
thereto — a  motion,  based  upon  allegations  of  error  in  the  decree  of  con- 
firmation relative  to  erroneous  description  of  said  boundary  call,  was 
made  to  set  aside  the  said  decree,  and  to  reopen  the  case  for  the  pur 
pose  of  correcting  the  stated  error,  which  motion  was  overruled  after 
being  fully  argued  on  both  sides,  and  all  objections  to  the  decree  hav- 
ing been  fully  considered  by  the  court,  without  disturbance  of  its 
previous  action. 

By  reference  to  sketch  map,  exhibit  "  A'',  it  will  be  seen  that  t^e 
land  mark  "Pablo  Cordova" — ^the  north  boundary  call  of  the  grant — 
is  indicated  thereon  by  the  letter  "A";  the  land  mark  "  the  mouth  of  the 
Arroyo  Houdo  cailon — one  of  the  south  boundary  calls — by  the  letter 
**B";  the  land  mark  "Pablo  Lucero" — the  other  south  boundary  call — 
by  the  letter  "C";  'Hhe  ridge  of  the  mountain" — the  east  boundary 
call— by  the  letter  "D";  and  the  "brow  of  the  Arroyo  Hondo" — the 
vest  boundary  call — ^by  the  letter  "  E  ". 

Now  the  locus  of  the  said  boundary  calls,  in  each  particular  instance, 
as  given  or  fixed  in  the  original  special  instructions,  was  not  in  con- 
formity with,  or  rather  do  not  correspond  to,  the  locus  of  said  boundary 
calls  as  they  were  found  to  exist  and  located  by  the  deputy  surveyor 
from  testimony  taken  in  the  field,  and  as  the  real  situs  thereof  has 
herein  been  shown;  but  the  supplemental  special  instructions  are  found 
to  be  in  strict  conformity  therewith,  and  no  way  in  contravention 
thereof,  so  far  as  I  am  able  to  understand  the  matter,  and  should  have 
been  approved. 

Your  office,  as  is  shown  by  the  record,  was  not  advised  at  the  time 
of  its  decision  of  June  7,  1894,  that  the  attention  of  the  court  had 
already  been  called  to  the  alleged  errors  which  your  office  directed 
should  be  done,  and  that  the  court  had  considered  the  errors  assigned 
and  refusing  to  recede  from  its  former  action  in  such  particular,  reaf- 
firmed its  final  or  former  decision,  but  your  said  office  was  informed  as 
will  appear  from  the  evidence  furnished  by  exhibit  hereto  attached 
marked  "D"  of  the  action  of  the  court  in  the  matter  prior  to  your 
oflSee  decision  of  July  19, 1894,  reaffirming  its  former  decision. 

This  Department  may,  upon  appeal  to  it,  determine  the  question  as 
to  whether  any  specified  instructions  issued  for  the  survey  of  a  land 
grant  confirmed  by  the  court  of  private  land  claims  are  or  are  not  in 
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conformity  with  tbe  decree  of  confirmation,  as  has  herein  been  done, 
but  it  cannot  review  the  action  of  that  court  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
nouncing the  decree  of  said  court  erroneous  in  matters  over  which  it 
has  sole  jurisdiction. 

Upon  the  execution  of  the  survey  under  consideration  the  court  is 
authorized  under  provii^ion  contained  in  paragraphs  two  and  three  of 
section  ten  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  to  consider  and  pass  upon  such 
objections  as  may  be  made  to  the  survey,  with  power  to  correct  any 
error  that  may  appear  therein  as  the  result  of  any  mistake  of  the  court 
in  locating  and  describing  the  boundary  calls  of  the  grant.  It  may 
sometimes  happen,  such  a  thing  is  possible,  that  the  execution  and 
return  of  the  survey  of  a  grant  confirmed  by  the  court,  would  furnish 
valuable  evidences  with  respect  to  the  boundary  calls  thereof  which 
was  not  otherwise  accessible  to  or  obtainable  by  the  court,  in  the  light 
of  which  it  could  shape  and  govern  its  action  in  the  final  adjustment 
of  such  grant. 

In  view  of  the  facts  as  they  appear  of  record  and  above  related,  and 
the  views  herein  expressed,  I  can  reach  no  other  conclusion  than  that 
the  only  alternative  left  your  office,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  is  to  direct  a  survey  to  be  made,  at  the  earliest  practicable  mo- 
ment, of  this  grant  under  the  supplemental  special  instructions  here- 
tofore issued  by  the  surveyor-general,  or  such  special  instructions  as 
may  be  deemed  advisable,  provided  they  are  in  conformity  with  and 
not  in  contravention  of  the  decree  of  confirmation,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  decisions  of  your  office  above  referred  to  are  hereby  reversed. 


HOMBSTEAB  ENTRY— PRELIMINABY  AFFEDAVIT. 

Thompson  et  al.  v,  Geeck)EY. 

The  validity  of  an  entry  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  preliminary  affidavit  is 
executed  before  the  land  is  formally  declared  open  to  entry,  where,  prior  theretOi 
the  land  in  question  was  restored  to  the  public  domain  by  an  act  of  Congress. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  6,  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeals  filed  on  behalf  of  F.  P.  Thompson  and 
Lars  J.  Klippen  from  your  office  decisions  of  March  13th  and  April 
26th,  1895,  denying  their  applications  to  contest  the  homestead  entry 
of  James  F.  Gregory,  made  February  23, 1891,  covering  the  S.  J  of  the 
SE.  J  and  S.  i  of  SW.  J,  Sec.  27,  T.  49  N.,  R.  10  W.,  Ashland  land 
district,  Wisconsin. 

This  land  is  a  part  of  that  appertaining  to  the  grant  for  the  uncon- 
structed  portion  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad,  which  was  forfeited 
and  restored  to  the  public  domain  by  the  act  of  Congress  approved 
September  29,  1890  (26  Stat.,  496). 
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Under  orders  issued  by  your  ofSce,  a  published  notice  of  the  resto- 
ration was  given,  and  entries  were  not  accepted  until  February  23, 1891. 

On  that  uay  Gregory  made  homestead  entry  as  before  stated. 

Same  day  Klippen  tendered  homestead  entry  for  part  of  the  land 
included  in  Gregory's  entry,  alleging  settlement  thereon  in  May,  1890. 
This  application  was  rejected  for  conflict  with  the  entry  by  Gregory, 
aud  Klippen  then  filed  a  contest  against  Gregory's  entry,  alleging  prior 
settlement,  residence  and  improvements,  and  claiming  a  preferred  right 
of  entry  under  the  second  section  of  the  forfeiture  act. 

Thompson  on  February  23, 1891,  also  applied  to  make  entry  of  the 
laud  covered  by  Gregory's  entry,  which  application  was  rejected  for 
conflict,  and  on  March  19th  following  he  also  filed  a  contest  against 
Gregory's  entry,  alleging  prior  settlement. 

Hearing  was  duly  held  upon  these  contests,  and  upon  the  record 
made  the  local  officers  recommended  that  they  be  dismissed. 

Your  office  decision  upon  said  contests  sustained  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  local  officers,  and  Thompson  and  Klippen  appealed  to  this 
Department. 

Said  appeals  were  considered  in  departmental  decision  of  May  21, 
1894  (not  reported),  in  which  it  was  held  that  neither  Thompson  nor 
Klippen  gained  any  rights  superior  to  Gregory  under  their  settlements 
and  residence  as  alleged. 

A  motion  was  filed  on  behalf  of  Klippen  for  a  review  of  said  decision, 
but  said  motion  was  denied  December  26, 1894. 

From  the  record  now  before  me  it  appears  that  on  September  1, 1894, 
Tbompsou  filed  a  second  contest  against  Gregory's  entry,  alleging — 

1.  That  said  homestead  entry  is  illegal  for  the  reason  that  it  is  not  fonnded  upon  a 
good  and  sufficient  homestead  affidavit,  but  upon  an  affidavit  executed  February  21, 
1891,  whereas  the  land  described  did  not  become  subject  to  entry  until  February  23, 
1891. 

2.  That  said  homestead  entry  was  fraudulently  allowed  by  the  then  register  and 
receiver  of  the  U.  8.  Land  Office,  acting  in  collusion  with  one  Arthur  Osborne,  the 
basiness  partner  of  said  receiver. 

3.  That  the  said  Gregory  has  since  the  allowance  of  his  said  homestead  entry 
wholly  failed  to  reside  upon  and  cultivate  the  land  embraced^ therein,  and  has  for 
more  than  six  months  prior  hereto  failed  to  reside  upon  said  land. 

On  Jannary  8,  1895,  Klippen  also  filed  a  second  contest  against 
Gregory's  entry,  alleging — 

That  he  has  known  said  land  since  May  10th,  1890;  that  he  has  been  on  said  land 
making  the  same  his  home  ever  since  May  10th,  1890,  and  often  inspected  each  of  its 
It^gal  subdivisions,  and  personally  knows  that  neither  t^e  homestead  claimant,  James 
T.  Gregory,  nor  any  other  person  has  a  legal  residence,  or  settlement,  on  said  tract, 
except  himself.  And  affiant  further  says  on  personal  knowledge,  that  the  sworn 
statements  of  said  James  T.  Gregory  and  his  witnesses  at  his  said  final  proof,  as  to 
residence  or  settlement  of  said  James  T.  Gregory,  on  said  tract  of  land  at  any  time 
&ince  May  10th,  1890,  are  in  all  essential  particulars  false  and  untrue,  and  said  final 
proof  is  fraudulent. 
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These  applications  to  contest  were  considered  in  your  office  letter  of 
March  13, 1895,  and  denied. 

In  denying  that  filed  by  Thompson,  it  was  held  that  the  first  groand 
of  contest,  viz.,  that  attacking  the  validity  of  Gregory's  homestea<l 
affidavit,  will  not  be  investigated  because  in  departmental  decision  of 
December  26,  1894,  denying  a  motion  filed  for  the  review  of  depart- 
mental decision  in  the  case  of  La  Chapelle  v.  Boss,  the  same  question 
was  considered  and  similar  affidavit  to  that  made  by  Gregory  was  held 
to  be  good. 

In  the  decision  referred  to,  which  was  not  reported,  it  was  held  on 
the  authority  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  McKernan  r.  Baily  (17 
L.  D.,  494),  that  land  having  a  like  status  to  that  here  involved,  was 
restored  to  the  public  domain  by  the  passage  of  the  act  of  September 
29,  1890  {supra),  and  that  any  affidavit  executed  subsequently  to  that 
date  must  be  held  to  be  valid. 

The  land  was  therefore  held  not  to  be  in  the  same  condition  as  that 
involved  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Malone  (18  L.  D.,  482),  and  for  that 
reason  the  ruling  made  in  the  last  named  case  was  held  not  to  apply. 
To  this  extent  your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 

The  reason  assigned  for  denying  the  application  upou  the  second  and 
third  grounds,  is  that — 

Thorn psou's  allegations  are  corroborated  upon  actual  knowledge  aa  to  the  charge 
relative  to  the  entry  man's  homestead  affidavit,  and  upou  iufonnation  and  belief  as 

to  the  other  charges The  allegations  in  Thompson's  contest  affidavit 

based  upon  information  and  belief,  are  not  sufficiently  alleged  to  warrant  an  investi- 
gation.   Patterson  v.  Massey  (16  L.  D.,  391). 

The  corroborating  affidavit  accompanying  Thompson's  affidavit  of 
contest  is  as  foUows : 

Personally  appeared  before  me  Alden  R.  Batson  and  John  O'ReiUy,  who  being  duly 
sworn  depose  and  say,  each  for  himself,  that  he  has  read  the  foregoing  affidavit  of 
Frank  P.  Thompson,  that  he  is  well  acquainted  with  the  facts  therein  stated,  with 
respect  to  the  date  of  the  execution  of  said  James  T.  Gregory's  homestead  affidavit, 
and  with  respect  to  his  failure  to  reside  upon  the  land  claimed  by  him  as  a  home- 
stead, and  know  them  to  be  true ;  and  that  as  to  these  averments  made  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief  concerning  the  collusion  between  R.  C.  Heydlauff  and  Arthur  Osborne 
they  are  true  to  the  best  of  his  information  and  belief. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  charge  of  abandonment  was  duly  cor- 
roborated. 

After  this  contest  had  been  filed  Gregory  offered  proof,  against  the 
acceptance  of  which  Thompson  protested  and  asked  for  a  hearing  upon 
his  contest  filed  in  September,  1894. 

This  was  forwarded  to  your  office,  together  with  the  contest  affidavit, 
without  action,  the  local  officers  believing  it  was  questionable  whether 
the  receiver  was  qualified  to  take  action  in  the  matter,  inasmuch  as 
the  defendant  is  one  of  the  receiver's  official  bondsmen. 

Your  office  letter  "A"  of  January  9,  1895,  advised  the  local  officers 
that  the  receiver  was  not  disqualified,  and  instead  of  returning  the 
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affidavit  of  contest  for  proper  action  it  was  considered  by  your  office  in 
connection  with  a  prior  application  made  by  Thompson  to  enter  this 
land. 

It  is  clear  that  the  case  between  these  parties  before  considered  by 
this  Department  in  nowise  involved  Gregory's  compliance  with  law. 

In  the  affidavit  filed  by  Thompson  in  September,  1894,  it  is  charged 
that  Gregory  had  wholly  failed  to  reside  upon  and  cultivate  the  land, 
and  had.  for  more  than  six  months  prior  thereto,  failed  to  reside  thereon, 
and  m  the  affidavit  tiled  by  Elippen,  it  is  further  charged  that  Gregory's; 
final  proof  is  false,  untrue  and  fraudulent. 

The  affidavit  of  contest  tiled  by  Thompson  on  September  1,  1894, 
seems  to  contain  a  sufficient  charge  of  abandonment  to  warrant  the 
ordering  of  a  hearing  thereon,  and  your  office  decision  denying  the  same 
is  reversed,  and  the  papers  herewith  returned,  and  you  will  instruct  the 
local  officers  to  issue  notice  under  Thompson's  contest  upon  the  charge 
of  abandonment  and  proceed  with  the  same  as  in  other  cases  made  and 
provided.  Action  upon  the  charges  contained  in  the  affidavit  filed  by 
Klippen  will  be  suspended  to  await  the  result  of  Thompson's  contest. 


PR^VCTICE— RULE  TO  SHOW  CAUSE-BURDEN  OF  PROOF-COSTS. 

Webb  t?.  Davis. 

Where  an  intervening  entryman  is  called  upon  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should 
uot  be  canceled,  and  the  right  of  a  prior  adverse  claimant  under  a  homestead 
declaratory  statement  recognized,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  said  entryman, 
and  the  costs  in  such  proceeding  should  be  taxed  in  accordance  with  rule  55  of 
practice. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  8, 1896.  (0.  J.  W.) 

October  17, 1893,  Jeremiah  Webb  filed  homestead  declaratory  state- 
ment Ko.  128  for  NW.  i  of  Sec,  31,  T.  20  N.,  K.  3  W.,  I.  M. 

October  25, 1888,  John  F.  Davis  made  homestead  entry  No.  2856  for 
the  same  land. 

November  6, 1893,  Robert  J.  Webb  applied  to  make  a  homestead 
entry  under  his  said  filing  No.  128.  His  application  was  accompanied 
by  the  usual  affidavits  and  one  in  addition  thereto  in  which  he  explained 
the  apparent  difi'erence  in  the  name  in  which  the  fihng  was  made,  and 
the  one  in  which  the  application  was  made,  and  showing  that  they 
meant  the  same  person. 

On  Januarys,  1894,  the  register  issued  notice  to  Davis  requiring  him 
to  appear  and  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled,  ^nd 
that  of  Webb  be  allowed.  At  the  time  designated  the  parties  appeared 
and  Davis  on  his  motion,  was  made  a  party  defendant. 

Webb  submitted  testimony  on  the  subject  of  his  settlement  on,  and 
improvement  of,  the  land,  on  the  first  day,  and  closed. 
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On  tbe  following  day  he  was  required  before  the  case  proceeded,  to 
^deposit  fifteen  dollars  to  defray  the  costs  of  taking  farther  testimony. 
Webb  declared  himself  anable  to  make  the  deposit  at  that  time,  where- 
apou  Davis  moved  the  dismission  of  the  case  for  want  of  prosecution, 
which  motion  was  sustained.  Webb  appealed,  and  on  September  20, 
1894,  your  office  affirmed  said  decision. 

On  November  1,  1894,  Webb  appealed  from  your  office  decision 
ulleging  error  in  holding  that  he  was  a  party  plaintiff  and  bound  for 
the  costs  of  Davis'  testimony,  and  m  holding  that  le  (Webb)  had  not 
shown  that  he  was  the  same  person  who  made  the  soldier's  declaratory 
statement. 

The  affidavit  of  Webb  explanatory  of  the  apparent  discrepancy  in 
the  names  in  which  the  filing,  and  the  application  to  enter  were  made, 
shows  that  Webb,  who  makes  this  application,  is  the  soldier  and  iden- 
tical person  who  filled  the  declaratory  statement.  This  affidavit  is 
prima  facie  true;  completes  the  record,  and  entitled  Webb  to  make 
entry  unless  Davis  contests  the  truth  of  his  showing.  Davis  was  called 
upon  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  and  Webb 
allowed  to  transmute  his  filing  to  a  homestead  entry.  The  burden  was 
upon  Davis  to  show  some  fact  which  would  defeat  Webb's  right  to 
enter,  and  he  would  necessarily  occupy  the  position  of  a  plaintiff  in 
making  such  showing.  It  was  error  to  require  Webb  to  deposit  money 
to  pay  for  taking  further  testimony,  especially  when  he  was  not  ofler- 
ing  or  asking  for  further  testimony.  If  the  hearing  had  proceeded,  tbe 
costs  of  further  testimony  should  have  been  taxed  in  accordance  with 
rule  No.  55  of  practice.  The  record  as  it  stands  makes  a /^rima  facie 
case  in  favor  of  Webb,  which  requires  the  cancellation  of  Davis'  home- 
stead entry,  and  that  Webb  be  allowed  to  make  entry,  unless  Davis 
shows  affirmatively  some  lawful  reason  why  he  should  not  be  so  allowed 

Your  office  decision  is  reversed  and  the  case  remanded  for  further 
hearing,  and  Davis  is  allowed  thirty  days  from  notice  of  this  decision 
within  which  to  introduce  testimony  if  he  desires  to  do  so  at  his  own 
cost,  and  faihng  to  do  so,  his  entry  will  be  canceled  and  Webb's  appli- 
cation allowed. 


homestead  entry-preliminary  affidavit-equitabt.k  action. 

Michael  Lbahy. 

The  preliminary  affidavit  (form  4—102  b)  should  be  executed  within  tbe  district 
in  which  the  land  is  situated;  but  where  not  so  made,  an  entry  may  be  equitably 
confirmed  for  tbe  benefit  of  a  purchaser  whose  good  faith  is  apparent. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  8y  1896.  (C.  W.  P.) 

• 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  i,  the  NW.  \  of  tbe 
NE.  J,  and  the  NE.  J  of  the  NW.  \  of  section  17,  T.  28  N.,  K.  27  E., 
Waterville  laud  district,  Washingtou. 
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It  appears  that,  by  your  oflBce  letter,  dated  June  20, 1894,  the  pre- 
emptiou  cash  eutry,  No.  475,  made  on  January  21,  1893,  by  Michael 
Leahy  for  said  land,  was  suspended,  and  preliminary  affidavit  (form  4 — 
10*2  b)  required,  and  that  on  July  14,  1894,  the  local  officers  transmitted 
the  affidavit  of  Dennis  J.  Leahy  to  theeilect  that  he  had  purchased  the 
claim  of  Michael  Leahy,  who  had  left  the  country,  and  was  now  resid- 
ing in  Eilraiu,  Province  of  Quebec,  Canada.  In  his  affidavit  it  is  stated 
that  he  had  known  Michael  Leahy  for  twenty- seven  years  past,  and 
knew  that,  previous  to  making  proof,  he  had  not  filed  for  or  entered 
upon,  any  tract  which,  with  that  covered  by  his  preemption  entry, 
would  make  more  than  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres,  and  he  asks 
that  his  affidavit,  thus  presented,  may  be  accepted  as  a  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  your  office. 

By  your  office  letter  of  August  14,  1894,  you  refused  to  accept  the 
affidavit  of  Dennis  J.  Leahy  iu  these  words: — 

Yoa  are  advised  that  the  affidavit  in  quentioa  cannot  be  subscribed  to  outside 
of  the  land  district  in  which  the  land  is  situated  (William  K.  Shorty  18  L.  D.,  232), 
Dor  does  authority  exist  for  accepting  such,  made  by  a  party  other  than  the  claimant 
himself. 

Therefore  yoa  are  directed  to  notify  the  claimant  that  he  is  hereby  allowed  sixty 
da.\8  within  which  to  furnish  the  affidavit  taken  In  the  Waterville  district.  In 
default  of  compliance  herewith  the  entry  will  be  cancelled. 

Michael  and  Dennis  J.  Leahy  appealed  to  the  Department,  and  with 
their  appeal  filed  an  affidavit  (form  4 — 102  b)  executed  by  Michael  Leahy 
before  a  notary  public  at  the  village  of  Huntingdon  In  the  county  of 
Hantingdon,  in  the  province  of  Quebec  and  the  Dominion  of  Canada. 

This  affidavit  can  not  be  received  because  made  outside  of  the  land 
district  in  which  the  land  is  situated  (William  K.  Short,  supra) ;  but  in 
the  absence  of  any  adverse  claim,  if  the  proof  of  the  purchase  and  of 
the  good  faith  of  the  purchaser  be  satisfactory,  I  think  the  entry  should 
be  referred  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication  (Charles  Lehman, 
8  L.  D.,  486). 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  accordingly. 


OICLAHOMA  TOWN  LOTS-EVIDENCE  OF  OCCITPANCY. 

John  C.  Eowlaj^d. 

A  dnly  verified  and  recorded  application  for  the  registration  of  a  town  lot  claim, 
wherein  occapancy  and  improvement  are  alleged,  constitutes  such  "paper  evi- 
dence "  of  occupancy  as  the  statute  contemplates,  and  may  be  accepted  for  such 
purpose,  in  the  absence  of  any  adverse  claim  or  protest. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  6, 1896.  (E.  E.  W.) 

On  the  8th  of  November,  1893,  John  C.  Kowland,  above  named, 
applied  for  deed  to  lot  11,  of  block  20,  in  Enid,  Oklahoma.  His  appli- 
cation was  rejected  by  the  trustees,  one  of  them  dissenting  in  his  favor, 


116  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE    PUBLIC   LANDS, 

and  he  appealed  to  the  Commissioner.  On  the  16th  of  November, 
1894,  the  Commissioner  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  trustees,  and  the 
applicant  appealed  to  the  Secretary. 

The  record  shows  that  on  the  19th  of  September,  1893,  J.  N.  Turner 
filed  with  the  recorder  of  deeds  for  the  county  a  verified  application  ' 
for  registration  of  claim  to  the  lot,  and  that  the  same  was  reconied. 
In  this  application  Turner  alleged  that  he  made  settlement  on  the  lot 
on  the  16th  of  September,  1893,  which  was  the  opening  day  of  that 
part  of  the  Territory;  that  he  had  made  good  and  substantial  improve- 
ments on  the  lot,  and  resided  on  it  continuously  since  making  settle- 
ment. 

The  townsite  entry  was  made  on  the  11th  of  October,  1893. 

Sixteen  days  later,  the  27th  of  October,  1893,  Turner  assigned  his 
right  to  the  lot  to  Newton  Burwell,  and  on  the  8th  of  November,  1893, 
Burwell  assigned  to  Rowland.  These  assignments  were  in  writing  on 
the  said  application  for  registration. 

In  his  application  for  deed  Rowland  alleges  Turner's  registration  of 
settlement  and  claim,  the  assignments  aforesaid,  and  also  that  he  had 
taken  possession  and  then  occupied  the  lot. 

In  the  Commissioner's  decision  he  says: 

After  carefuHy  considering  thia  case  I  must  conclude  that  the  occupancy  of  Turner 
was  not  such  as  is  contemplated  by  the  townsite  law.  He  made  affidavit  that  he 
resided  on  the  lot  from  November  16  to  19,  1893,  but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
he  was  occupying  the  lot  at  the  date  of  townsite  entry.  .  •  .  ,  .  .  The  ''papers" 
filed  cannot  be  accepted  as  sufficient  evidence  of  ''possession  under  claim  of  owner- 
ship,*' as  contended.  The  ....  decision  of  (the  trustees)  is  affirmed,  and 
Rowland's  application  is  rejected. 

It  is  provided  in  section  2  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  14, 1890 
(26  Stat.,  109),  that 

any  certificate  or  other  paper  evidence  of  claim  duly  issued  by  the  authority  recog- 
nized for  such  purpose  by  the  people  residing  upon  any  townsite  .  .  .  shall  be 
taken  as  evidence  of  the  occupancy  by  the  holder  thereof  of  the  lot  or  lots  therein 
described,  except  that  where  there  is  an  adverse  claim  to  said  property  such  certifi- 
cate shall  only  he  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  claim  of  occupancy  of  the  holder. 

Turner's  application  for  registration  of  his  claim,  alleging  settlement, 
improvement  and  occupancy,  having  been  recorded  in  the  office  of  the 
recorder  of  deeds,  it  constitutes  such  paper  evidence  as  is  contemplated 
by  this  statute,  and  as  there  is  no  adverse  claim,  and  no  protest  from 
the  town  of  Enid,  it  must  be  accepted  as  evidence  of  his  occupancy  at 
the  date  of  the  townsite  entry.  His  assignment  to  Burwell  was  not 
made  until  after  the  townsite  entry. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is 
reversed,  and  the  trustees  will  be  direct<ed  to  make  deed  to  the  applicant. 
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RAILROAD  I-AND— SECTION  8,  ACT  OP  SEPTEMBER  «9,  1890. 

Moore  v.  McGuire. 

One  claiming  the  status  of  a  licensee  on  railroad  land,  by  virtue  of  settlement  thereon 
under  circular  invitation  of  the  company,  must  show  that  he  has  made  applica- 
tion to  the  com]>any  for  the  right  of  occupancy  or  purchase. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  8,  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  a  petition  filed  on  behalf  of  Edwin  Moore  for  recon- 
sideration of  departmental  decision  of  November  5, 1895  (21  L.  D.,  392), 
in  the  case  of  Edwin  Moore  v.  Philip  McGuire,  involving  the  E.  J  SE.  J, 
8W.  \  SE.  \  and  SE.  J  SW.  J,  Sec.  33,  T.  14  S.,  R.  7  E.,  San  Francisco 
land  district,  California,  in  which  departmental  decision  of  October  20, 
1893,  in  said  case  was  recalled  and  vacated  and  your  office  decision 
denying  to  Moore  the  right  to  purchase  said  land  under  the  provisions 
of  section  3,  of  the  act  of  September  29,  1890  (26  Stat.,  496),  was 
affirmed. 

This  petition  is  in  the  nature  of  a  motion  for  re-review. 

Under  the  authority  of  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case 
of  Eastman  v,  Wiseman  (18  L.  D.,  337),  your  office  decision  of  October 
20, 1893,  denying  Moore's  claimed  right  of  purchase,  was  reversed  by 
departmental  decision  of  June  1, 1895  (not  reported). 

For  the  review  of  said  decision  a  motion  was  filed  on  behalf  of 
McGuire,  and  in  departmental  decision  of  November  5, 1895  («wpra), 
the  decision  of  October  20, 1893,  was  recalled,  as  before  stated,  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  shown  that  Moore  did  not  apply  to  the  company 
until  July  22, 1889. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  {8upra\  grants 
the  right  to  purchase  any  of  the  lands  forfeited  by  the  first  section  of 
said  act,  to  qualified  persons  who 

are  ia  poesesaion  of  any  of  the  lands  affected  by  any  such  grant  and  hereby  resumed 
by  and  restored  to  the  United  States,  under  deed,  written  contract  with,  or  license 
from,  the  State  or  corporation  to  which  such  grant  was  made,  or  its  assignees, 
executed  prior  to  January  first,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-eight.     .     .     . 

In  the  case  of  James  C,  Daly,  on  review  (18  L.  D.,  571),  it  was  said: 

The  Department  has  held,  in  the  caae  of  Eastman  r.  Wiseman  (18  L.  D.,  337 — 
svllabns),  that  the  provisions  of  said  section  three  ''extend  to  one  who  takes  pos- 
session of  and  improves  lands  under  the  circular  invitation  of  the  company,  and  in 
accordance  with  said  circular  applies  to  purchase  said  lands  of  the  company/'  But 
Daly  does  not  show,  as  was  shown  in  the  case  cited,  that  he  ever  applied  to  purchase 
the  land  now  in  question.  In  that  case  the  applicant  received  a  postal  card  inform- 
ing him  that  his  application  had  been  received,  stating  {inter  alia)  that  bona  fide 
settlement,  or  improvement  of  such  character  as  would  be  evidence  of  his  inten- 
tion to  purchase,  was  necessary  before  any  right  by  virtue  of  his  application  could 
l)e  obtained;  and  this  postal  card  was  held  to  be,  by  implication,  a  license  to  take 
possession  of  the  land. 
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It  was  apon  this  construction  that  it  was  beld  that  Moore  was  not 
entitled  to  purchase  under  the  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  September  29, 
1890  (8upra)j  because  he  did  not  apply  to  the  company  until  after  Janu- 
ary 1, 1888. 

In  the  petition  now  under  consideration  it  is  urged  that — 

The  Daly  decision  and  the  Eastman  r.  Wiseman  decisions  are  undoubtedly  correct 
holdings  under  the  requirements  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  circulars,  and  a 
license  could  not  exist  there  without  written  notice  of  settlement  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany. They  were  required  to  file  this  notice  and  to  agree  to  enter  into  a  contract 
to  purchase  within  ninety  days  from  notice  from  the  company  that  the  price  was 
fixed.  See  Eastman  v.  Wiseman  (18  L.  D.,  339)  where  the  N.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  circular  is 
set  out  and  the  Secretary's  holding  at  bottom  of  page  340  that  such  filing  was  imper- 
ative. 

We  respectfully  suggest  no  such  requirements  were  made  by  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  and  hence  we  say  and  suggest  that  where  the  circulars  and  require- 
ments are  so  entirely  different  in  their  conditions  and  where  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company's  circular  of  iuTitation  and  Instructions  contained  no  such  imper- 
ative requirement,  is  it,  we  suggest,  correct  to  decide  applications  under  Southern 
Pacific's  claimed  licenses  under  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company's  requirements t 
Each  had  its  circular.  Each  its  requirements ;  and  as  to  what  constitutes  the  license 
of  each  railroad,  should,  we  suggest,  be  governed  by  local  circulars,  invitations,  sur- 
roundings and  decisions  of  tribunals  where  the  matter  has  been  passed  upon 

Accompanying  the  petition  is  a  copy  of  the  circular  issued  by  the 
Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  dated  June  1, 1877. 

The  4th  and  5th  sections  of  said  circular  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  4.  Settlement  before  Patent. — ^The  company  invites  settlers  to  go  on  the  lands 
before  patents  are  issued  or  the  road  is  completed ;  and  intends,  in  such  cases,  to  sell 
to  them  in  preference  to  any  other  applicants,  and  at  prices  based  upon  the  value  of 
the  land  without  the  improvements  put  upon  it  by  the  settlers.  It  makes  no  definite 
contract  with  any  individual  upon  this  basis,  but  it  treats  all  fairly.  It  will  not  sell 
to  somebody  else,  merely  because  the  latter  offers  a  higher  price.  It  will  not  sell  to 
any  one  land  that  may  be  required  by  it  for  railroad  purposes,  such  as  places  for 
depots,  stations,  etc.,  or  for  town  sites. 

Sec.  5.  Land  Policy  of  Company. — The  policy  of  the  company  has  always  been,  and 
is  now,  to  encourage  the  settlement  of  its  lands  in  small  tracts,  by  persons  who  will 
live  on  and  cultivate  them.  To  this  end  settlers  are  invited  to  make  applications  to 
buy  and  to  occupy  and  put  to  use  the  vacant  lands  until  such  time  as  they  shall  be 
ready  for  sale.  If  the  settler  desired  to  buy,  the  company  gives  him  the  first  privi- 
lege of  purchase  at  the  fixed  price,  which,  in  every  case,  shall  only  be  the  value  of 
the  land,  without  regard  to  tbe  improvements.  It  must  be  understood  that  the 
application  of  a  speculator,  or  of  a  person  who  does  not  improve  or  occupy  the  land, 
will  not,  although  received  first,  take  precedence  or  priority  of  that  of  the  settler 
whose  application  may,  perhaps,  be  filed  last  of  all.  The  actual  settler,  in  good 
faith,  will  be  preferred  always,  and  the  land  will  be  sold  to  him  as  against  every 
other  applicant.  The  company  also  wishes  it  to  be  known  that  a  mere  application 
to  buy  land,  unaccompanied  by  actual  improvement  or  settlement,  confers  no  right 
or  privilege  which  should  prevent  an  actual  settler  from  taking  it,  if  vacant,  into 
possession,  and  cultivating  and  improving  it. 

When  there  are  two  or  more  applicants  for  the  same  tract  of  land,  an  adjudication 
of  their  respective  claims  will  be  made  by  the  land  agent,  upon  due  notice  given  to 
the  parties,  and  the  right  to  buy,  at  the  graded  price,  will  be  awarded  t-o  the  appli- 
cant who  shall  be  deemed  to  have  the  most  equitable  claim. 
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It  is  very  plain  to  me  that  an  application  is  contemplated  by  this  cir- 
cular where  the  party  desires  to  occupy  or  buy  of  the  company. 

Without  such  application  the  company  would  have  no  means  of  know- 
ing the  exact  tracts  desired  or  claimed  by  each  particular  settler. 

From  a  review  of  the  matter  I  can  see  no  good  reason  to  reconsider 
departmental  decision  of  November  5, 1895,  and  the  same  is  adhered  to 
and  the  petition,  which  is  herewith  enclosed  for  the  files  of  your  office, 
is  denied 


townsite  entries  ix  alaska. 

Obdbb. 

Amending  Paragraph  24j  Regulations  of  June  5, 1891. 

Depabthbnt  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Offioe, 
Waehingtony  D.  0.,  May  6^  1895. 
It  is  hereby  ordered  that  paragraph  24  of  Regulations  of  June  3, 
1891, 12  L.  D.,  583,  to  carry  into  effect  certain  provisions  for  allowing 
townsite  entries  in  Alaska  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  amended  by  strik- 
ing oat  the  words  '<  the  governor,  judge  of  the  district  court,  and  mar- 
sball  of  the  Territory  of  Alaska  are  constituted  a  board  and  it  is 
hereby  made  a  part  of  their  official  duties,''  in  the  tenth,  eleventh  and 
twelfth  lines  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  ^<  such 
employe  or  employes  of  the  Ooverument  as  shall  be  designated  or 
detaUed  for  that  purpose  shall  constitute  a  board  whose  duty  it  shall 
be,"  so  that  said  paragraph,  when  so  amended,  shall  read  as  follows 
to  wit: 

24.  The  fee-simple  title  to  certain  real  estate  in  the  towns  of  Sitka  and  Kodiak 
was  conferred  under  Russian  rule  upon  certain  individuals  and  the  Greelc  Oriental 
Church,  and  confirmed  by  the  treaty  concluded  March  30,  1867,  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Emperor  of  Russia  (15  Stat,  at  Large,  530);  other  real  property  is 
BOW  held  and  occupied  by  the  United  States  in  several  of  the  Alaska  towns  for  school 
snd  other  public  purposes;  while  it  is  perhaps  desirable  that  still  other  lots  or 
blocks  in  those  towns  that  take  advantage  of  the  provisions  of  said  act,  should  be 
reserved  to  meet  the  future  requirements  for  school  purposes,  or  as  sites  for  Govern- 
ment buildings;  therefore,  such  employe  or  employes  of  the  Government  as  sball  be 
designated  or  detailed  for  that  purpose  shall  constitute  a  board  whose  duty  it  shall 
be,  as  soon  as  notified  by  the  United  States  marshal  that  the  duplicate  receipt  for 
the  money  deposited  to  defray  the  costs  of  a  special  survey  of  the  exterior  lines  of 
Bach  town  site  has  been  received  by  him,  to  go  upon  the  land  applied  for  and  inquire 
into  the  title  to  the  several  private  claims  held  therein  under  Russian  conveyances, 
and  to  fix  and  determine  the  proper  metes  and  bounds  of  the  same,  as  originally 
granted  and  claimed  at  the  date  of  our  acquisition  of  said  Territory.  Snch  board 
will  doly  notify  the  present  owners  of  said  private  claims  both  of  their  right  to 
submit  testimony  and  documents,  either  in  person  or  by  attorney,  in  support  of  their 
several  claims  and  of  their  right,  within  thirty  days  from  receipt  of  notice  of  the 
conclusions  of  said  board,  to  file  an  appeal  therefrom,  with  said  board,  for  transmis- 
sion to  this  office.    Should  any  one  of  such  parties  be  dissatisfied  with  the  decisioa 
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of  this  office  iu  such  a  case,  he  may  still  farther  prosecnte  an  appeal  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  upon  such  terms  as  shall  be  prescribed  in  each  individaal  caee. 
Proper  evidence  of  notice  should  be  taken  by  said  board  in  all  cases,  and  a  record 
of  nil  testimony  submitted  to  them  should  be  kept.  If  an  appeal  is  taken,  the  same, 
together  with  the  decision  of  the  board  and  all  papers  and  evidence  affecting  the 
claims  of  the  appellant,  should  be  forwarded  direct  to  this  office.  Should  no  appeal 
be  taken,  the  report  of  the  board  should  be  filed  with  the  United  States  marshal,  ex 
officio  surveyor-general,  for  his  use  and  guidance,  as  hereinafter  directed. 

It  shall  also  be  the  official  duty  of  said  board  to  approximately  fix  and  determine 
the  metes  and  bounds  of  all  lots  and  blocks  in  any  such  town  site  now  occupied  by 
the  Government  for  school  or  3ther  public  purposes,  and  of  all  unclaimed  lots  or 
blocks,  which,  m  tbeir  judgment,  should  be  reserved  for  school  or  any  other  purpose; 
and  to  make  report  of  such  investigations  to  the  ex  officio  surveyor-general,  for  bis 
use  and  guidance,  as  also  hereinafter  directed,  should  no  appeal  be  filed  therefrom. 

Should  an  appeal  from  the  action  or  decision  of  such  board  be  filed  in  any  case,  no 
further  action  will  be  taken  by  the  ex  officio  surveyor-general  until  the  matter  has 
been  finally  decided  by  this  office  or  the  Department.  But,  should  no  appeal  be  filed, 
the  ex  officio  surveyor-general  will  proceed  to  direct  the  survey  of  the  outboundaries 
of  the  town  site  to  be  made,  the  same  in  all  respects  as  above  directed  in  the  survey 
of  land  for  trade  and  manufacturing  purposes,  except  that  he  will  accept  the  report 
and  recommendations  made  by  said  board  and  exclude  and  except,  by  metes  and 
bounds,  from  the  land  so  surveyed,  all  the  lots  and  blocks  for  any  purpose  recom- 
mended to  be  accepted  by  said  board.  The  execution  of  the  survey  of  the  lots  and 
blocks  thus  excepted,  shall  be  made  a  part  of  the  duties  of  the  surveyor  who  is  depu- 
tized to  survey  the  exterior  lines  of  the  town  site;  the  survey  of  such  lots  or  blocks 
shall  be  connected  by  course  and  distance  with  a  corner  of  the  town-site  survey,  and 
also  fully  described  in  the  field-notes  of  said  survey  and  protracted  upon  the  plat  of 
aaid  town  site ;  and  the  limits  of  such  lots  or  blocks  will  be  permanently  marked 
upon  the  ground  in  such  manner  as  the  ex  officio  surveyor-general  shall  direct.  In 
forwarding  the  plat  and  field-notes  of  the  survey  of  any  town  site  for  the  approval 
of  this  office,  the  ex  officio  surveyor-general  will  also  forward  any  report  that  said 
board  may  have  filed  with  him,  for  approval  iu  like  manner. 

Bdwd  a.  Bowers, 

Actiiig  Commissioner, 
Approved,  February  17, 1896. 

Hoke  Smith, 

Secretary. 


PRACTICE-DISPOSITION  OF  APPEALS-CURRENT  BUSINESS, 

Special  Order. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

J29,  1896. 

You  are  hereby  instructed  to  transmit  for  disposition  as  current 
^ork  all  cases  falling  within  the  several  classes  specified  herein : 

1.  All  appeals  allowed  from  orders  granting  or  refusing  hearings. 

2.  Appeals  from  the  denial  of  the  right  of  contest,  or  involving  a 
matter  of  practice,  where  the  appeal  is  from  action  taken  prior  to  the 
hearing  iu  a  contest  case. 
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3.  Appeals  involving  a  claimed  right  of  way,  either  under  the  act  of 
March  3, 1875,  or  March  3.  1891,  granting  right  of  way  for  railroads, 
canals,  and  reservoirs. 

4.  All  cases  where  the  matter  in  controversy  has  before  been  the  sub- 
ject of  decision  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  is  again  before  the 
Department  ui>on  proceedings  had  in  accordance  with  directions  given 
in  the  prior  decision,  or  where  the  same  general  charge  is  made  against 
an  entry  that  was  adjudicated  in  a  prior  decision  involving  said  entry. 

5.  Matters  involving  the  adjustment  of  railroad  grants  arising  under 
the  act  of  March  3,  1887. 

Nothing  herein  shall  be  taken  as  extending,  or  limiting,  the  right  of 
api)eal  from  your  office  as  now  recognized,  the  sole  purpose  of  these 
directions  being  to  expedite  the  disposition  of  certain  work  before  the 
Department. 

Please  give  due  publicity  to  these  instructions. 


OKLAHOMA  LAND^-TOWN  LOT-POSSESSION. 

Young  r.  Severy  et  al. 

One  who  enters  the  Territory  in  the  prosecution  of  his  hiisiness  (traveliDg  salesman) 
during  the  inhibited  period,  and  does  not  seek  to  acquire  an  advantage  thereby 
over  other  apphcants  for  land,  and  in  fact  secures  no  such  advantage,  is  not  dis- 
qualified to  acquire  title  to  land  in  said  Territory. 

The  poflseasion  of  a  town  lot  by  a  tenant  is  the  possession  of  his  lessor,  and  entitles 
the  assignee  of  such  lessor  to  a  deed. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  10,  1896.  (C.  W.  P.) 

The  property  involved  herein  is  lots  14,  15,  16, 17,  and  18,  block  83, 
in  El  Bene,  Oklahoma  Territory,  and  the  case  comes  before  the  Depart- 
ment on  the  appeal  of  C.  L.  Severy,  from  the  decision  of  your  office  of 
April  29,  1895. 

Two  members  of  the  town  site  board  found  for  Severy,  and  one 
member  held  that 

Eddie  C.  Young  and  C.  L.  Severy,  assignee  of  S.  W.  Sawyer,  as  contestee,  having 
eaeh  failed  to  establish  a  legal  claim  of  occupancy  of  lots  14,  15,  16, 17,  and  18,  in 
block  83,  they  cannot  be  considered  as  beneficiaries  of  the  trust,  and  the  said  lots 
Bboald  have  been  ordered  reported  to  the  Secretary  of  the  luterior  for  sale  for  the 
benefit  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  city  of  £1  Reno,  or  for  such  other  dispo- 
sitioo  under  section  4  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1890,  as  the  Secretary  may  direct. 

Eddie  C.  Young  appealed.  Your  office  reversed  the  judgement  of 
the  toTrnsite  board,  and  awarded  the  lots  to  Eddie  C.  Young. 

All  the  evidence  necessary  to  recite  is  as  follows: 

Id  April,  1890,  S.  W.  Sawyer  purchased  the  lots  in  controversy  from 
the  Rock  Island  Eailroad  Company,  and  received  certificates  or  con- 
tracts from  the  Oklahoma  Homestead  and  Town  Company.  Immedi- 
ately thereafter  he  placed  valuable  and  permanent  improvements  on 
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the  lots,  and  occupied  them  as  a  latuber  yard  until  about  October  1, 
1891.  On  August  4,  1891,  John  A.  Foreman  and  wife  executed  and 
delivered  to  Sawyer  a  warranty  deed  for  the  lots.  In  October,  1891, 
Sawyer  leased  the  lots,  with  the  improvements  thereon,  to  Seawell, 
Waggoner  and  Benton,  and  sold  to  them  his  stock  of  lumber,  they  to 
continue  in  business  upon  the  lots  under  the  lease.  A  few  days  there- 
after this  firm  was  merged  into  the  E.  C.  Young  Lumber  Company,  of 
which  Eddie  C.  Young  was  a  member,  who,  while  in  possession  of  said 
lots  under  the  lease,  appeared  before  the  board  as  an  applicant  for 
title,  on  the  ground  of  possession  and  occupancy. 

Young,  or  his  firm,  appears  to  have  placed  some  slight  improvements 
on  the  lots,  while  in  possession  under  the  lease  fh)m  Sawyer. 

The  townsite  of  El  Reno  was  entered  on  May  23, 1892. 

In  July,  1892,  Sawyer  made  an  assignment  of  these  lots,  with  other 
property,  to  C.  L.  Severy,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  Severy 
claimed  deed  under  this  assignment. 

Sawyer  appears  to  have  been  in  Oklahoma  Territory  during  the  pro- 
hibited  period. 

Asa  Jones,  for  Young,  swore  that  he  met  him  in  the  forepart  of  April, 
1889,  at  Oklahoma  Station,  and  that  Sawyer  told  him  that  he  was  an 
advance  agent  for  a  townsite  company,  whose  headquarters  were  at 
Arkansas  City;  that  Dr.  Rogers,  who  represented  the  same  company, 
was  with  him;  that  he  (Jones)  wrote  a  contract  for  him  and  Rogers  for 
land  adjoining  what  was  supposed  would  be  Oklahoma  City;  that  the 
contract  was  with  George  Severy  and  William  Stevens.  Henry  S. 
Summers  testified  that  he  saw  Sawyer  at  Oklahoma  Station  in  March, 
1889,  in  company  with  Dr.  Rogers,  and  that  he  supposed  they  were 
looking  for  a  townsite;  that  he  understood  Sawyer  was  there  in  the 
interest  of  some  lumber  business;  that  he  did  not  know  of  any  scheme 
or  proposition  of  Sawyer  or  Rogers  to  obtain  control  of  lauds  for  town - 
site  purposes.  S.  H.  Radebaugh  testified  that  he  saw  Sawyer  at  Okla- 
homa Station  in  the  forepart  of  March,  1889;  that  he  stayed  at  his 
(Radebaugh's)  hotel  twice;  that  Dr.  Rogers  was  with  him;  that  Dr. 
Rogers  said  he  was  looking  up  townsites,  and  to  the  best  of  his  recol- 
lection Sawyer  was  a  lumber  man,  or  claimed  to  be  one.  T.  M.  Echel- 
berger  testified  that  he  met  Sawyer  at  Oklahoma  Station  in  the  fore- 
part of  March,  1889;  that  Sawyer  said  "  we"  were  looking  for  a  place 
to  locate  a  townsite.  E.  C.  Hamil  testified  that  he  saw  Sawyer  at  Okhi- 
homa  Station,  and  at  Guthrie  a  week  or  so  before  the  opening;  he  was 
there  with  Dr.  Rogers  trying  to  get  land  to  start  a  town.  George  Rob- 
inson testified  that  he  saw  Sawyer  at  Oklahoma  Station  a  few  days 
before  the  opening.  Joseph  Blackburn  testified  that  he  saw  Sawyer  at 
Oklahoma  Station  in  the  forepart  of  March,  1889;  that  Sawyer  told 
him  he  was  a  lumber  man  from  Lawrence,  Kansas,  he  believes,  and  was 
in  the  lumber  business  at  that  place.  Frank  Wolf  testified,  that  he 
saw  Sawyer  in  Oklahoma  Territory  during  the  prohibited  i>eriod. 
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Sawyer,  in  his  testimony,  admits  that  he  was  in  the  Oklahoma  Terri- 
tory at  Oklahoma  Station  and  at  Guthrie,  in  March,  1889,  on  his  way 
to  Texas,  in  furtherance  of  his  business  of  buying  and  selling  lumber, 
and  that  he  was  looking  at  the  country.  He  swore  that  he  tried  to 
sell  lumber  at  Oklahoma  Station  and  at  Guthrie  while  there,  but  was 
ansnccessful, — that  '^he  was  not  in  luck."  He  said  he  was  also  at 
Parcell.  But  he  denied  that  he  selected  or  attempted  to  select  land  for 
townsite  or  other  purposes.  There  is  no  evidence  that  Sawyer  ever 
made  any  examination  of  these  lots,  or  had  been  upon  them  or  within 
twenty-five  miles  of  them  previous  to  the  opening.  He  bought  them 
from  the  Rock  Island  Railroad  Company  in  April,  1890, — a  year  after 
the  opening. 

With  the  exception  of  the  testimony  of  Asa  Jones,  the  evidence  that 
Sawyer  was  looking  for  land  for  a  townsite  or  for  any  other  purpose  is 
of  the  most  vague  and  inconclusive  character.  And  there  is  not  a  tittle 
of  evidence  that  he  used  any  information  he  may  have  acquired  during 
his  presence  in  Oklahoma  Territory  to  his  own  advantage,  or  that  he 
obtained  any  advantage  over  other  persons  seeking  land  in  the  Terri- 
tory. Was  he  then  disqualified  to  acquire  title  to  land  in  the  Territory? 
I  think  not. 

It  is  said  in  the  case  of  the  Townsite  of  Kingfisher  v.  Wood  (11 
L.D.,  330): 

I  do  not  think  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress,  that  a  man  who  happened  to  be 
legally  in  the  Territory,  bnt  did  not  nse  his  position  to  his  own  advantage,  or  to 
the  disadvantage  of  his  fellow  citizens,  shonld  be  forever  prohibited  from  acquiring 
any  rights  in  the  territory.  [It  is  then  said]  Each  case  mast  be  determined  on 
its  own  merits  and  evidence;  bnt  it  may  be  said  generally  that  the  presence  in  the 
territory  before  the  opening,  nnder  the  proclamation,  and  the  actual  settlement  and 
entry  at  the  land  office  must  be  so  widely  and  obviously  separated  in  every  detail  as 
to  render  it  impossible  to  reasonably  conclude  that  the  one  was  the  result  of  the 
other,  or  in  anywise  dependent  upon  it. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Cnmntt  v,  Jones  (21  L.  D.,  40),  it  is  said : 

If  the  broad  doctrine  of  Langhlin  v.  Martin,  Bupray  that  one  who  knowingly 
entered  the  territory  prior  to  the  hour  of  opening  becomes  by  such  entry  disquali- 
fied as  a  homesteader,  is  to  be  rigidly  followed,  there  is  no  escape  from  the  conclu- 
sion that  James  £.  Jones,  the  defendant  in  the  case  at  bar,  is  within  the  inhibition, 
and  is,  therefore,  precluded  as  an  entryman. 

I  am  inclined,  however,  to  the  less  procrustean  and  more  liberal  view  that  the 
circumstances  of  each  case,  albeit  there  may  have  been  a  premature  entry,  should 
control  its  decision. 

And  the  passage  last  above  cited  from  the  case  of  the  Townsite  of 
Kingfisher  r.  Wood  is  qnoted  with  approval,  and  it  is  said: 

That  is  bnt  a  different  statement  of  the  doctrine  for  a  long  time  adhered  to  that 
oDe  is  disqualified  who  gains  an  advantage  by  entering  the  territory  himself,  or 
through  an  agent,  or  who  enters  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  an  advantage  though 
noue  may  result  therefrom,  the  cases  all  appearing  to  turn  upon  the  question  of 
advantage,  rel  non. 

In  the  case  of  Sullivan  t\  McPeek  (17  L.  D.,  402),  the  defendant  was 
m  the  Territory  during  the  first  half  of  the  mouth  of  March,  1889,  and 
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while  be  was  outside  at  the  moment  of  the  opening,  the  testimony  dis- 
closed circumstances  which  justified  the  inference  that  the  land  subse- 
quently entered  had  been  selected  by  himself  or  an  agent,  and  the 
route  to  the  same  adopted.  It  was  concluded,  therefore,  that  he  had 
taken  advantage  of  his  previous  sojoiitn  in  the  Territory,  and  was, 
accordingly,  held  disqualified. 

In  Dean  t\  Simmons  (17  L.D.,526)  the  evidence  showed  that  Simmons 
"  was  within  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  in  the  month  of  March,  and 
the  forepart  of  April,  1889,  and  engaged  in  examining  and  selecting 
tracts  of  land  "  suitable  for  homesteads.  It  api)eared,  however,  that 
when  he  had  been  made  aware  of  the  ])rovisious  of  the  act  opening  the 
lands  to  settlement,  and  of  the  pursuant  executive  proclamation,  he 
went  outside  the  Territory  and  there  remained  until  12  o^clock,  noon, 
April  22,  1889;  but  it  also  appeared  that  the  land  settled  on  by  him, 
and  then  in  contest  was  the  identical  land  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
thereof,  upon  which  he  had  previously  encamped.  Upon  these  facts, 
though  Simmons'  good  faith  was  not  impugned,  he  was  held  to  have 
been  advantaged  by  his  unlawful  presence  in  the  Territory,  and  bis 
entry  was,  therefore,  canceled. 

These  cases  are  both  cited  in  the  case  of  Curnutt  t?.  Jones,  without 
criticism,  and,  I  think,  were  correctly  decided. 

It  admits  of  no  doubt  that  Eddie  C.  Young  and  his  copartners  were 
occupying  the  lots  as  tenants  of  Sawyer,  at  the  time  of  the  towusite 
entry ;  and  tbeir  possession  was  the  possession  of  Sawyer,  their  lessor. 
(Ricks  V.  Reed,  19  Cal.,  631 ;  Rector  t?.  Gibbon,  11  U.  S.  R.,  276;  Wiliison 
V.  Watkins,  3  Peters,  43.) 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  C.  L.  Severy,  assignee  of  S.  W.  Saw- 
yer, is  entitled  to  deed,  and  your  office  decision  is  reversed. 
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ViDAX   V,  BENNIS. 

There  is  no  statutory  authority  under  which  an  administrator  may  submit  final 
homestead  proof. 

A  homestead  entry  made  by  one  who  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  Slates,  aud  has 
not  at  such  time  declared  his  intention  of  becoming  a  citizen,  is  not  void,  bat 
voidable,  and  his  subsequent  declaration  of  intention,  made  prior  to  the  inter- 
vention of  au  adverse  claim,  cures  the  defect. 

As  between  two  claimant-s,  each  asserting  the  right  to  perfect  a  homestead  entry  as 
the  widow  of  a  deceased  homesteader,  the  Department,  in  the  absence  of  a 
judicial  determination  of  the  legal  status  of  the  parties,  will  recognize  the  one 
who  made  her  home  on  tlie  land  with  the  en  try  man,  and  who  was  married  to 
him  in  the  belief  that  his  former  wife  was  not  then  living. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  10,  1896.  (E.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  S.  ^  of  the  SE.  \  and  the  S.  h  of  SW.  \  of  section 
25,  T.  17  S.,  E.  1  W,,  Los  Angeles  land  district,  California. 
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The  record  shows  that  May  5,  1885,  Spiro  Bennis  made  homestead 
entry  for  the  above  described  tract. 

November  26,  1892,  Marco  Beunia,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
Spiro  Bennis,  deceased,  submitted  final  proof  showing  that  the  entry- 
man  died  on  August  12,  1892,  after  having  lived  on  the  land  since  1884 
with  his  family,  and  that  the  improvements  amounted  to  $1,500. 

January  6,  1893,  the  local  officers  rejected  the  said  final  proof 

for  failure  to  famish  evidence  of  citizenship,  and  also  because  there  is  no  statutory 
anthoriiy  tinder  which  an  administrator  may  submit  final  proof  and  perfect  title  to 
the  claim  of  a  deceased  homesteader. 

Prior  to  this  time,  on  December  21,  1892,  Pedro  Vidal  filed  his, affi- 
davit of  contest  against  the  above  described  entry  alleging  that  the 
entryman  had  not  declared,  at  the  time  of  making  entry,  his  intention 
of  becoming  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  was  not  such  at  the 
time  of  his  death. 

The  case  being  before  your  office  upon  appeal  by  the  administrator 
from  the  rejection  of  his  final  proof,  on  the  11th  of  March,  1893,  your 
decision  was  rendered  wherein,  amongst  other  things,  it  was  held  that 
the  proof  showed  that  Spiro  Bennis  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  you  therefore  directed  the  dismissal 
of  the  contest  of  Vidal;  and  further  held  that,  whilst  the  action  of 
the  local  officers  was  not  in  error  in  recommending  the  rejection  of  the 
final  proof  of  the  administrator,  as  such,  that  nevertheless  the  proof 
could  be  accepted,  by  the  widow  filing  her  final  affidavit. 

The  case  as  it  stands  before  the  Department,  raises  the  question  of 
the  efifect  of  an  entry  made  by  one  who  was  not  at  the  time  of  making 
entry,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  who  at  that  time  had  not 
declared  his  intention  of  becoming  so,  but  who  did  make  such  declara- 
tion prior  to  the  intervention  of  adverse  rights,  to  wit,  on  August  19, 
1887.    Is  such  an  entry  void!    I  do  not  think  so. 

The  declaration  of  intention  was  made  long  prior  to  the  time  of  the 
attachment  of  adverse  rights,  and  the  case  is  therefore  similar  in  prin- 
ciple to  one  where  residence  was  not  established  within  six  months,  but 
where  the  contest  would  fail  were  it  shown  that  it  was  filed  long  after- 
wards and  where  the  laches  had  been  cured.  I  therefore  hold  that  the 
&ilure  to  make  the  declaration  of  intention  i)rior  to  the  making  of 
homestead  entry,  did  not  cause  the  entry  to  be  void  but  simply  void- 
able, and  no  one  having  suffered  by  reason  of  such  failure  upon  the 
part  of  the  entryman,  the  defect  was  cured. 

This  is  in  line  with  Ole  O.  Krogstad  (4  L.  D.,  564),  where  it  was  held, 
syllabus : 

An  alien  having  made  homestead  entry  and  subsequently  filed  his  intention  to 
become  a  citizen,  it  is  held  that  in  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim  the  alienage  at 
time  of  entry  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  purchase  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880. 

In  construing  section  2319  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  which  sets  forth 
that  the  mineral  lands  were  open  to  "exploration  and  purchase  by  citi- 
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zens  of  the  United  States  and  those  who  have  declared  their  intention 
to  become  such,"  the  coort  said : 

Upon  declaring  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  an  alien  may  have  advantage  of 
work  previoasly  done,  and  of  a  record  previoasly  made  by  him  in  locating  a  mining 
claim  on  the  public  mineral  lands.    CroosuB  Co.  v.  Colorado  Co.  (19  Fed.  Rep.,  78). 

Not  only  is  the  entry  merely  voidable  by  the  failure  to  make  a  declarar 
tion  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  but  the  declaration  when  made 
relates  back  to  the  time  at  which  it  was  sought  to  initiate  rights  to  the 
public  lands.    Jacob  H.  Edens  (7  L.  D.,  229). 

It  thus  follows  that  the  contest  was  properly  dismissed. 

It  further  appears  from  the  record  that  there  are  two  claimants  before 
the  Department  claiming  the  right  to  submit  final  proof^  as  the  widow 
of  Spiro  Bennis:  Margaret  Bennisof  New  York  city,  and  Jane  Bennis 
of  San  Diego  county,  Caljforiiia.  The  latter  sets  forth  that  she  was 
married  on  the  31st  of  May,  1890,  and  that  she  continued  to  live  with 
the  entryman,  Bennis,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death  on  the  12th  day  of 
August,  1892;  that  prior  to  1871,  while  in  the  city  of  New  York,  Spiro 
Bennis  was  married  to  Margaret  Bennis;  that  in  that  year  he  removed 
to  California  and  his  wife  refused  to  accompany  him;  that  he  had  not 
seen  his  former  wife  for  over  twenty  years,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death 
had  not  beard  from  her  for  seventeen  years  and  believed  her  to  be  dead; 
that  this  statement  was  made  by  her  husband  after  he  had  been 
informed  by  the  attending  physician  that  he  was  about  to  die,  and 
about  twelve  hours  prior  to  his  death.  Further,  that  this  was  the  first 
intimation  she  had  that  there  was  any  doubt  of  the  death  of  the  former 
wife. 

In  your  office  decision  it  was  assumed  that  Margaret  Bennis  was  the 
widow  of  the  entryman  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  proof  of  the  administrator  could  be  accepted  in  her  behalf  by 
her  making  the  final  affidavit  in  such  cases  provided. 

I  cannot  concur  in  this  view  of  the  law. 

Section  61  of  the  California  Civil  Code  is  as  follows: 

A  subsequent  marriage  contracted  by  any  person  during  the  life  of  a  former  has* 
band  or  wife  of  such  person,  with  any  person  other  than  such  former  husband  or 
wife,  is  illegal  and  void  from  the  beginning,  unless: 

1.  The  former  marriage  has  been  annulled  or  dissolved; 

2.  Unless  such  former  husband  or  wife  was  absent,  and  not  known  to  such  person 
to  be  living  for  the  space  of  ^ve  successive  years  immediately  preceding  such  sub- 
sequent marriage,  or  was  generally  reputed  and  was  believed  by  such  person  t-o 
be  dead  at  the  time  such  subsequent  marriage  was  contracted;  in  either  of  which 
oases  the  subsequent  marriage  is  valid  until  its  nullity  is  adjudged  by  a  competent 
tribunal. 

Instances  where  such  subsequent  marriages  have  been  held  to  be 
valid  are  numerous:  Eubanks  v.  Banks  (34  Ga.,  407);  Strode  v.  Strode 
(3  Bush.,  227);  Kelley  v.  Drew  (12  Allen,  107);  Yates  v.  Houston  (3 
Tex.,  433);  Dixon  v.  People  (18  Mich.,  84);  Cropley  r.  McKinney  (10 
Barb.,  47);  White  v.  Lowe  (1  Redf.,  376),  and  Canady  v.  George  (6 
Rich.,  Eq.  103). 
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Without  therefore  undertaking  to  finally  pass  upon  that  question,  as 
it  does  not  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department,  it  is  suffi- 
cieDt  to  say  that  the  natural  equity  is  towards  the  woman  who  has 
resided  on  the  land  and  had  by  her  labor  and  economy,  assisted  in  the 
reclamation  of  this  tract  from  its  natural  state  and  materially  aided  in 
the  making  of  a  home.  Following  the  language  of  the  statute,  there- 
fore, the  marriage  of  Jane  Bennis  will  be  recognized  ^*  until  its  nullity 
is  adjudged  by  a  competent  tribunal." 

The  proof  submitted  by  Jane  Bennis,  now  in  the  record,  is  returned 
to  your  office  for  such  action  as  may  be  deemed  proper  in  consideration 
of  the  views  herein  expressed.  The  final  proof  submitted  by  Marco 
Bennis,  administrator,  is  rejected  as  without  authority  of  law  for  its 
sabmission. 

The  motion  contained  in  the  record  for  the  dismissal  of  the  appeal 
of  Jane  Bennis  has  not  been  considered  on  its  merits,  as  the  Dei)art- 
ment  will  not  allow  its  rules  to  stand  in  the  way  of  substantial  justice 
being  administered.  Knight  v.  United  States  Land  Association  (142 
U.  S.,  161). 

Whatever  rights  Margaret  Bennis  may  have  can  be  best  decided  in 
the  courts.    The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 


RAILROAD  LANDS-ACrr  OF  SEPTEMBER  29,  1890. 

Cooper  v.  Scherrer. 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  3,  act  of  September  29, 1890,  can  not  be  exercised 
if  not  asaerted  within  the  statutory'  period. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

10,  1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

On  February  24,  1894,  Markus  Scherrer  made  homestead  entry  of 
the  N W.  J  of  the  NE.  i,  the  N.  ^  of  the  NW.  i  and  the  8W.  J  of  the 
NW.  \  of  section  21,  township  1  N.,  range  13  E.,  within  the  land  dis- 
trict of  The  Dalles,  Oregon. 

On  April  18,  1894,  John  L.  Cooper  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
alleging  that  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  September  29, 
1890,  he  was  in  possession  of  the  land  in  controversy  and  had  made 
certain  improvements  thereon  which  he  described;  that  he  settled  the 
lands  w^itb  the  bona  fide  intent  to  secure  title  thereto,  by  purchase  from 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  when  earned  by  it,  and  that  it 
has  not  been  settled  upon  by  said  Scherrer  nor  cultivated  by  him. 

The  register  and  receiver,  after  a  hearing,  found  for  the  contestant, 
but  the  decision  of  your  office  reverses  their  action  upon  the  ground 
that  Cooper  never  resided  on  the  land  and  that  his  right  to  purchase 
i^  barred  by  the  limitation  contained  in  the  act  and  subsequent  acts 
amendatory  thereof. 

Cooper  does  not  claim  to  have  been  in  possession  of  the  land  under 
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deed,  written  contract  with,  or  license  from  the  railroad  company;  it  is 
evident,  therefore,  that  he  bases  his  right  in  the  second  paragraph  of 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  September  29,  1890.  This  api)ears  also 
from  the  language  of  his  affidavit  which  follows  that  of  the  act  itself, 
which  is  familiar,  and  need  not  be  quoted.  It  is  sufficient  to  state  that 
the  right  of  purchase  is  limited  in  its  assertion  to  two  years  from  the 
passage  of  the  act.  This  limitation  was  subsequently  and  finally 
extended,  as  to  the  lands  involved  here,  to  January  1, 1894  (27  Stat., 427). 

No  testimony  was  introduced  at  the  hearing  touching  the  allegation 
of  failure  of  settlement  and  cultivation  by  Scherrer,  and  that  charge, 
therefore,  must  fall. 

Having  failed  to  exercise  his  right  to  purchase  within  the  tirae 
required  by  the  statute  under  which  he  claims,  Cooper's  contest  must 
be  dismissed,  and  the  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


RELINQUISHMENT— CONTEST— RIGHT  OF  CONTESTANT. 

Barry  v.  Wilson  et  al. 

The  reliuqaisbment  of  a  part  of  the  land  covered  by  an  eotry  relieves  the  tract  80 
relinqaished  at  once  from  its  former  state  of  reservation,  and  a  snbsequent  con- 
test brought  against  the  entire  entry  could  give  the  contestant  no  right  or  interest 
in  said  tract,  though  his  right  to  proceed  against  the  remainder  of  the  entry 
would  not  be  affected  by  the  relinquishment. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  10,  1896.  (J.  L.) 

This  case  involves  the  NW.  i  of  section  34,  T.  122  N.,  R.  51  W.,  ( Lake 
Traverse,  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  Reservation),  Watertown  land  dis- 
trict, South  Dakota. 

On  April  15,  1892,  (the  day  on  which  the  lands  in  said  reservation 
were  declared  open  to  entry),  John  Barry,  through  his  agent,  Lee  Stover, 
ofl'ered  to  file  his  soldier's  declaratory  stjitement  for  said  quarter  sec- 
tion. The  local  officers  rejected  the  application.  Barry  appealed.  By 
letter  "C"  of  March  2,  1893,  your  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the 
local  officers.  On  June  22, 1893,  Barry  was  notified  of  said  affirmance 
and  of  his  right  to  appeal  to  the  Secretary.  He  did  not  appeal,  and 
your  office  decision  became  final. 

On  April  21,  1882,  Madella  O.  Wilson  made  homestead  entry,  No. 
18,796,  of  said  quarter  section,  alleging  in  her  homestead  affidavit: 

That  she  was  a  soldier's  widow,  and  the  head  of  a  family,  and  a  native  born  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States :  that  she  had  built  a  frame  house  eight  by  twelve,  all 
finished  with  shingle  roof;  and  that  she  made  settlement  on  the  tract  at  inside  of 
one  minute  past  12  o'clock,  noon  April  15,  1892. 

On  June  18, 1892,  your  office,  of  its  own  motion,  held  her  entry  for 
cancellation  for  premature  and  illegal  entry  into  the  reservation.    She 
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appealed*  On  Angast  10, 1893,  this  Department  reversed  your  office 
decision;  holding  that  (nnlike  the  case  of  Oklahoma  Territory),  the  law 
did  Dot  impose  any  penalty  or  disability  ux>on  persons  who  entered  said 
reservation  before  the  day  fixed  by  the  President's  proclamation  for  the 
opening  thereof.    (17  L.  D.,  153), 

On  Jane  21,  1892,  Madella  O,  Wilson  relinquished  to  the  United 
States  the  south  half  of  said  quarter  section.  Said  relinquishment 
was  filed  in  the  district  land  office  on  July  25, 1892;  and  at  the  same 
time  J.  J.  Batterton,  judge  of  the  county  court  of  the  county  in  which 
said  land  is  situated,  acting  for  the  occupants  and  inhabitants  of  the 
town  of  Summit,  filed  a  declaratory  statement  claiming  said  south  half 
of  said  NW.  J  as  a  townsite. 

On  March  8, 1893,  John  Barry  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest  against 
Mrs.  Wilson's  entry  of  the  N  W.  ^  of  said  section  34,  alleging — 

1.  Prdmatare  and  unlawful  entry  into  the  reservation. 

2.  That  said  Madella  O.  Wilson  had  not  established  a  bona  fide  residence  on  said 
land. 

3.  That  said  entry  was  not  made  in  good  faith. 

On  September  12, 1893,  Judge  Batterton  made  final  proof  for  the  S. } 
of  said  N  VV.  J  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  occupants  of  the  townsite 
of  Sdmmit.  Barry  appeared  and  protested  orally,  alleging  a  prior 
interest  adverse  to  the  townsite  claim,  in  that  he  had  before  the  filing 
of  the  townsite  declaratory  statement,  contested  the  entry  of  Mrs. 
Wilson,  as  he  alleged.  Barry  cross-examined  Judge  Batterton  and  his 
witnesses;  but  did  not  introduce  any  testimony  himself. 

On  February  10, 1894,  the  local  officers  dismissed  (without  having 
ordered  a  hearing),  Barry's  contest  against  Mrs.  Wilson's  entry, 

because  the  S.  i  of  the  NW.  i  of  section  34,  T.  122  N.,  R.  51 W.,  had  heen  relinqnished, 
sod  the  relinquishment  was  filed  (i.  e.  was  on  file),  in  this  office,  at  the  time  and 
before  said  contest  was  filed. 

ind  on  the  same  day  they  dismissed  Barry's  protest  against  Judge 
Batterton's  final  proof  and  townsite  entry.  From  both  of  said  decisions 
Barry  appealed  to  your  olfice. 

On  July  5,  1894,  your  office  affirmed  both  of  said  decisions;  and 
approved  Judge  Batterton's  final  proof  for  townsite  purposes,  and 
directed  that  he  be  allowed  to  make  cash  entry  thereon. 

On  July  16, 1891,  Judge  Batterton  made  cash  entry  of,  and  procured 
final  receipt  and  certificate  for,  the  S.  J  of  the  I^W.  J  aforesaid  for  the 
Qse  and  benefit  of  the  occupants  of  the  townsite  of  Summit. 

On  July  23,  1894,  Madella  O.  Wilson  filed  her  relinquishment  to  the 
United  States  of  the  N.  J  of  said  NW.  J,  and  on  the  same  day  Miss 
Enola  Sayers  made  homestead  entry,  Ko.  22,039,  of  the  same. 

On  August  14, 1894,  Barry,  by  his  attorneys,  filed  in  your  office  a 
motion  for  a  review  of  so  much  of  your  office  decision  of  July  5, 1894, 
as  affirmed  the  dismissal  (without  a  hearing),  of  Barry's  contest  against 
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Hrs.  Wilson's  entry  of  the  N.  ^  of  the  said  NW.  J,  and  also  an  appeal 
to  this  Department  fh>in  so  mnch  of  said  decision  as  involved  the 
townsite  claim  of  the  S.  i  of  said  NW.  4.  The  motion  for  review  and 
the  appeal  were  each  accompanied  by  specifications  of  error. 

On  October  13,  1894,  your  office  transmitted  to  this  Department  the 
Baid  appeal;  and  also  without  action,  said  motion  for  review,  holding 
that  the  appeal  removed  the  case  from  your  office,  and  deprived  yon  of 
jurisdiction  to  consider  the  motion  for  review. 

On  August  20, 1895,  Barry's  attorneys  requested  your  office  to  recall 
from  this  Department  their  said  motion  for  review  and  the  papers 
pertinent  thereto,  and  to  consider  and  pass  upon  said  motion.  And  on 
October  2,  1895,  by  letter  "G"  your  office  advised  this  Department 
that  you  had  declined  to  comply  with  said  request. 

I  will  consider  said  motion  for  review  as  if  it  were  an  api>eal  from 
your  refusal  to  entertain  and  consider  it,  and  from  the  decision  sought 
to  be  reviewed,  and  will  proceed  to  consider  the  whole  case  in  both  its 
aspects,  upon  the  merits. 

When  on  July  25,  1892,  Madella  O.  Wilson  filed  in  the  local  office 
her  relinquishment  of  her  claim  to  the  S.  j  of  the  NW.  ^  of  section  34, 
said  subdivision  became  instantly  open  to  settlement  and  entry  with- 
out further  action  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Laud 
Office,  by  virtue  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880  (21  Stat,  140); 
and  the  declaratory  statement  for  the  townsite  of  Summit  was  on  the 
same  day  properly  filed.  No  adverse  interest  then  appeared.  Barry *s 
contest  against  Mrs.  Wilson's  entry  was  not  initiated  until  March  8, 
1893,  more  than  six  months  afterwards;  and  then  it  affected  only  Mrs. 
Wilson's  entry  as  it  stood,  covering  only  the  K  J  of  the  NW.  ^  of 
section  34. 

When  Barry  made  his  ])rotest  against  the  townsite  final  proof  on 
September  12, 1893,  he  had  no  prior  interest  in  the  S,  J  of  said  NW.  J. 
The  record  contradicted  his  allegation  in  this  behalf.  As  a  mere  pro- 
testant  without  interest  he  had  no  right  to  appeal.  Your  office  prox>erly 
affirmed  the  dismissal  of  Barry's  protest. 

Your  office  decision  of  July  5,  1894,  affirms  the  action  of  the  local 
officers  dismissing  Barry's  affidavit  of  contest  as  to  the  north  half  of 
Mrs.  Wilson's  entry  for  a  different  reason  from  that  assigned  by  the 
local  officers;  to  wit: 

because  the  allegations  therein  contained  against  the  validity  of  said  entry,  have 
been  declared  by  the  Hon.  Secretary,  as  seen  above,  insufficient  to  warrant  its  can- 
cellation, and  another  trial  of  the  same  question  could  have  no  other  than  a  similar 
result. 

In  this  your  office  erred.  The  departmental  decision  of  Angnst  10, 
1893,  adjudicated  only  the  first  charge  contained  in  Barry's  affidavit  of 
contest.  He  is  entitled  to  have  a  hearing  on  the  other  two  charges  con- 
tained in  said  affidavit  as  to  the  north  half  of  Wilson's  entry. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  your  office  decision  of  July  5, 1894  is  affirmed 
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80  far  as  it  involves  the  S.  ^  of  the  N W.  ^  of  section  34^  and  the  town- 
site  entry  aforesaid  will  be  held  intact.  Bat  said  decision  is  reversed  so 
far  as  it  involves  the  N.  i  of  said  N W,  J,  and  Barry's  contest  of  Mrs.  Wil- 
son's entry  thereof.  Your  office  will  direct  the  local  officers  to  order  a 
hearing  of  the  last  two  charges  contained  in  Barry's  affidavit  of  contest 
as  to  the  N.  j^  of  said  NW,  ^;  and  to  snmmon  Enola  Sayers  to  attend 
said  hearing  and  show  cause  why  her  homestead  entry  Ko.  22,039  should 
not  be  canceled. 


RAULBOAD  L.ANDS-CONFIRMATIOK-SECTION  7,  ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  1891. 

Stephen  v.  Paul  et  al. 

The  right  of  purchase  conferred  by  sectioti  3,  act  of  September  29, 1890,  is  in  con- 
templation of  law  a  pre-emption  right,  and  an  entry  made  thereunder  is  accord- 
ingly subject  to  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  section  7,  act  of  March  3,  1891. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  February 

lOy  1896.  ( W.  F.  M.) 

On  May  20, 1891,  Joseph  H.  Paal  made  cash  entry  of  the  SE.  \  of 
section  1,  township  97  N.,  range  35  E.,  in  the  land  district  of  Walla 
Walla,  Washington,  under  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29,  1890  (26 
Stat,  496). 

On  October  6, 1893,  Benjamin  G.  Stephen  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
alleging  that  Paul  had  never  settled  upon  the  land,  that  he  was  never 
in  possession  of  it  under  written  contract  with  or  license  from  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  that  he  was  not  in  possession  of 
it  at  or  prior  to  Septemper  29, 1890,  and  that  the  entry  was  not  made 
for  the  benefit  of  Paul,  but  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  one  Patrick 
RnsseU. 

At  the  hearing  Frank  W.  Paine,  receiver  of  the  Walla  Walla  Saving 
Bank,  alleging  the  bank  to  be  the  mortgagee  of  PauFs  transferee,  as  to 
the  land  in  controversy,  was  allowed  to  intervene. 

The  register  and  receiver  found  that  the  contestant  had  failed  to 
establish  his  charges,  and  recommended  that  the  contest  be  dismissed. 

On  appeal  to  your  office  it  was  held  that  '^  the  entry  must  be  con- 
firmed under  the  proviso  to  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26 
Stat.,  1095)." 

The  contestant,  in  appealing  to  this  Department,  does  not  direct 
attention,  in  his  assignment  of  errors,  to  the  point  upon  which  the 
decision  of  your  office  turns,  but  in  his  brief  it  is  contended,  in  arguendo^ 
*<  that  a  purchase  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  September  29, 
1890,  is  not  a  pre-emption  right  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891,'^  and  that  contention  presents  the  controlling  question  in  the  case. 

Pre-emption,  in  its  etymological  sense,  may  be  said  to  be  the  buying 
or  the  right  to  buy  before  or  in  preference  to  any  other  person,  which 


132  DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE  PUBLIC   LANDS. 

differs  from  its  le^^al  sense  only  in  that  in  law  conditions  are  coapled 
with  and  made  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the  right.  According  to 
Boavier  it  is  '^the  right  given  to  settlers  upon  the  public  lands  of  the 
United  States  to  purchase  them  at  a  limited  price  in  preference  to 
others/'  and  though  the  term  is  for  the  most  part  used  with  reference  to 
the  special  provisions  found  in  section  2259  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and 
other  sections  in  pari  materia j  it  is  not  conceived  that  the  conditions 
there  prescribed,  including  settlement,  are  exclusive  of  every  other 
condition  upon  which  the  people  are  extended  the  right  to  acquire  the 
public  lands  by  purchase,  thus  limiting  a  broadly  generic  word  to  a 
very  narrow  sphere  of  application.  Thus,  in  Fraser  r.  Ringgold.  3  L,  D., 
69,  it  is  uaid 

that  where  a  special  preference  is  given  to  a  claimant,  dependent  or  contingent 
upon  the  performance  of  conditions  which  any  one  of  a  qualified  class  may  reason- 
ably fulfill,  by  which  he  may  hold  to  the  exclusion  of  others,  such  preference  is  a 
pre-emption. 

In  the  ca«e  of  Johnson  r.  Burrow,  12  L.  D.,  440,  it  was  held  that  an 
Osage  cash  entry  "might  be  confirmed  under  the  provisions  of  the  7th 
section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,''  notwithstanding  it  had  been  held 
in  the  earlier  case  of  United  States  r.  Woodbury  et  aZ.,  that  such  entries 
are  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  general  pre-emption  law. 

In  Fleming  v.  Bowe,  on  review,  13  L.  D,,  78,  after  the  announcement 
that  "  said  act  of  1891  must  be  held  to  be  remedial  and  construed  lib- 
erally so  as  to  carry  out  the  purpose  of  the  enactment,  and  advance 
the  remedy  contemplated  by  the  legislature,"  it  is  held  that  Otoe  and 
Missouria  cash  entries  are  subject  to  confirmation. 

That  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496), 
confers  a  clear  pre-emptive  right  upon  the  two  classes  of  persons  there 
mentioned  is  deducible  irom  the  language  of  the  act  as  well  as  from 
the  books.  As  to  those  of  the  first  class,  they  must  have  been  in  pos- 
session, merely,  under  the  authority  of  the  grantee  State  or  corpora- 
tion, and  as  to  those  of  the  second  class,  they  must  have  settled  with 
bona  fide  intent  to  secure  title  by  purchase  from  the  grantee  State  or 
corporation;  and  in  both  cases  the  person  must  be  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  or  must  have  declared  his  intention  to  become  such.  In 
such  case  conditions  were  attached  to  the  exercise  of  the  right  given 
just  as  conditions  were  coupled  with  the  Otoe  and  Missouria  and  Osage 
cash  entries,  but  not  the  conditions  of  the  general  law.  They  already, 
before  the  passage  of  the  act,  occupied  the  status  of  pre-emptors  with 
respect  to  the  grantee,  and  the  lauds  having,  by  virtue  of  the  act, 
reverted  to  the  United  States,  Congress  has  provided  that  they  shall 
bear  the  same  relation  to  the  government  that  they  but  recently  sus- 
tained towards  the  grantee. 

I  think  the  decision  of  your  office  should  be  affirmed,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 
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PAYMEXT-REGISTER-LOSS  OF  FINAL  PROOF  PAPERS. 

William  D.  Reillt. 

The  tMiyment  to  the  register  of  the  purchase  price  of  a  tract  of  land  is  unauthorized 
by  law,  and  on  the  failure  of  such  officer  to  turn  over  such  money  to  the  receiver, 
or  account  for  the  same,  the  government  is  not  chargeable  therewith. 

Judicial  proceedings  by  the  government  on  the  bond  of  a  register  for  the  purpose  of 
requiring  him  to  account  for  an  alleged  loss  of  final  proof  papers  will  not  be 
advised,  as  no  injury  to  the  government  results  f^om  such  loss. 

A  demand  on  said  officer  may  be  properly  made  for  the  procluction  of  the  lost  papers, 
and  if  said  papers  are  not  secured  thereby,  the  contents  of  the  same  may  be 
shown,  or  new  proof  submitted. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  February 

10 J  1896.  (E.  M.  R) 

The  record  shows  that  on  July  28,  1894,  your  office  decisiou  was 
rendered  in  the  above-entitled  case  refusing  to  recognize  the  payment 
made  by  Francis  T.  Beilly  on  his  preemption  entry  No.  1272,  for  the 
NB.  i  of  the  NE.  i,  Sec.  19,  and  SE.  i  of  the  SE.  J  and  the  W.  }  of  the 
8E.  4,  Sec.  18,  T.  10  S.,  R.  8  W.,  Las  Graces  land  district,  New  Mexico. 
The  case  is  before  the  Department  upon  appeal  by  William  D.  Beilly 
from  your  said  decision.  It  appears  that  two  affidavits  are  filed  in  the 
case,  as  a  basis  for  the  relief  prayed  for: 

That  of  J.  M.  Webster  sets  out  that  daring  the  year  1886  he  was 
the  probate  clerk  of  Sierra  county,  New  Mexico;  that  on  December  13, 
1886,  Francis  T.  Beilly  appeared  before  him,  in  pursuance  to  notice,  and 
made  final  proof  on  his  preemption  entry  made  December  26, 1883,  and 
paid  to  him  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  two  ($202.50)  dollars  and  fifty 
cents,  being  the  purchase  money  due  the  United  States  on  land  covered 
by  the  entry,  together  with  the  fees  due  the  register  and  receiver ;  that  on 
December  13, 1886,  he  purchased  from  the  postmaster  at  Hillsborough, 
New  Mexico,  post  office  order  No.  562,  for  one  hundred  ($100)  dollars, 
made  payable  to  Edmund  G.  Shields,  Las  Graces,  New  Mexico,  and 
post-office  order  No.  563  for  one  hundred  ($100)  dollars,  and  postal  note 
No.  294  for  two  ($2  50)  dollars  and  fifty  cents  made  payable  to  the  same 
person,  at  the  same  address.  Further,  that  at  the  same  time  be  trans- 
mitted the  final  proof  of  Francis  T.  Beilly,  with  the  above  enumerated 
orders  to  Edmund  G.  Shields,  register  of  the  land  office  at  Las  Cruces, 
New  Mexico;  that  he  never  received  the  final  receipt  and  is  informed 
and  believes  that  the  final  receipt  was  not  received  by  Francis  T.  Beilly. 

It  api>ears  from  the  affidavit  of  William  D.  Beilly  that  he  is  a  brother 
of  the  entrymau  and  that  the  said  Francis  T.  Beilly  died  in  July,  1888; 
that  about  the  10th  or  11th  of  December,  1886,  the  entryman,  with  Oris 
Olson  and  Harvey  Taylor,  left  for  the  town  of  Hillsborough,  New  Mex- 
ico, to  submit  final  proof  before  J.  M.  Webster,  probate  clerk  of  Sierra 
county;  that  upon  his  return  the  entryman  told  him  that  he  had  made 
final  proof  and  he  had  paid  to  the  probate  clerk  the  sum  of  two  hundred 
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and  two  ($202.50)  dollars  and  fifty  cents,  to  be  sent  to  the  land  office 
at  Las  Graces,  and  that  his  brother  never  received  the  final  receipt 
Affiant  farther  states  that  he  went  to  Las  Graces  and  there  ascertained 
that  the  money  orders  and  postal  note,  hereinbefore  referred  to,  had 
been  paid  to  Edmand  6.  Shields,  on  December  15th  and  26th,  1885, 
and  the  affiant  asks,  in  view  of  the  foregoing  and  the  farther  fact  that 
the  entryman  had  complied  with  the  law  daring  his  life,  that  patent 
now  be  issaed.  The  affiant  also  asks  that  Edmand  G.  Shields,  register, 
be  called  apon  to  accoant  for  the  final  proof  sent  him,  and  that  if  he 
fail  to  prodace  the  said  papers,  sait  be  broaght  to  indemnify  the  heirs 
of  the  entryman  for  any  loss  occasioned  thereby. 

The  decision  appealed  from  held  that  the  register  was  not  the  proper 
officer  to  receive  the  money,  that  he  only  acted  as  the  agent  of  Francis 
T.  Beilly,  and  that  the  government  coald  not  therefore  recognize  the 
payment  made  to  the  register  as  binding  apon  the  government. 

It  does  not  appear  in  what  capacity  WiUiam  D.  Beilly  is  befere-the 
Department,  whether  as  execator,  administrator,  as  heirat-law,  or  in 
some  other  capacity,  nor  is  it  clear  tbat  the  decision  of  the  Department 
will,  under  these  circamstances,  be  binding  apon  the  proper  party,  or 
parties.  The  regular  course,  therefore,  would  be  to  return  the  case  in 
order  that  the  appellant  might  show  his  interest  in  the  subject-matter 
of  the  suit,  but  in  view  of  the  conclusion  reached  upon  the  merits  of 
the  case,  it  would  only  be  patting  the  applicant  to  possibly  extra 
expense  and  certainly  hold  the  matter  up  for  an  indefinite  time. 

Section  2234,  Revised  Statutes,  provides: 

There  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  a  register  of  the  land  office  and  a  receiver  of  public  money  for  each  land 
district  established  by  law. 

On  page  109  of  the  General  Circular,  the  following  appears: 

Registers  of  land  offices  have  no  right  officially  to  receive  any  moneys  whatever 
except  such  as  are  paid  to  them  by  receivers  as  salary,  fees  and  commissions.  Should 
any  money  be  forwarded  to  the  register  or  paid  to  him,  he  will  at  once  pay  over  the 
same  to  the  receiver ;  and  where  the  parties  address  the  register  as  to  the  cost  of  any 
service  required,  he  will  refer  the  matter  to  the  receiver  for  answer,  as  the  latter  is 
the  proper  officer  to  receive  all  public  moneys. 

It  is  clear  from  the  above  that  the  receiver  is  the  only  proper  officer 
to  whom  moneys  can  be  authoritatively  paid,  and  that  he  is  the  only 
officer  so  held  out  by  the  government  to  the  public,  and  it  is  only  when 
payment  is  made  to  him  that  the  government,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
can  be  said  to  have  received  the  money.  It  therefore  follows,  that  if 
the  mone^  in  this  case  was  paid  to  the  register,  he  acted  only  as  the 
agent  of  the  entryman  and  not  of  the  government,  and  the  remedy  of 
the  applicant  lies  against  him,  and  the  government  cannot  be  charged 
with  receiving  that  which  was  paid  to  an  officer  upon  whom  there  was 
no  authority  conferred  to  receive  moneys. 

If  the  money  had  been  paid  to,  or  received  by,  the  receiver,  an 
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entirely  different  state  of  facta  would  have  been  presented  for  depart- 
mental adjudication. 

An  examination  of  the  decision  appealed  from,  however,  fails  to 
show  that  it  passed  upon  the  other  issue  raised  by  the  applicant,  that 
is,  that  the  register  should  be  compelled  to  account  for  the  loss  of  the 
final  proof  of  the  entryman,  and  if  it  be  not  produced,  that  action 
should  be  commenced  against  his  bondsmen  to  indemnify  the  heirs  ot 
Francis  T.  Reilly  for  any  loss  that  may  be  occasioned  them  by  hia 
alleged  wrongful  co;iduct.  The  register  was  the  proper  officer  to  whom 
the  papers  should  have  been  fonii'arded,  but  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  United  States  has  not  been  damnified  by  the  alleged  wrongful 
conduct  of  the  register,  this  Department  can  not  urge  a  suit  to  be 
brought  upon  his  bond  as  prayed  for  by  the  applicant.  United  States 
«.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Go.    (125  U.  S.,  273,  and  cases  therein  cited.) 

But  the  showing  made  is  sufficient  upon  which  your  office  may  make 
demand  upon  the  then  register  for  the  production  of  the  papers,  if 
they  are  in  his  i>os8ession,  and  upon  the  failure  to  secure  the  papers  in 
this  way  the*  heirs  of  Francis  T.  Eeilly  will  be  allowed  either  to  prove 
the  contents  of  the  original  proof  or  to  make  new  proof  showing  that 
the  entryman  complied  with  the  law  during  his  lifetime. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  modified. 


RAII.ROAJ>   GRANT— rNT)E>rNITY   SELECnON-SPECIFICATION   OF   LOSS. 

O'Brien  v.  ]^orthbbn  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

Indemaity  selections  made  under  the  departmental  order  waiving^  specification  of 
loss  are  valid,  and  while  of  record  a  bar  to  the  allowance  of  adverse  claims.  A. 
list  in  bnlk  of  lost  lands  filed  thereafter  in  support  of  such  selections  does  not 
invalidate  the  same,  nor  can  a  subsequent  rearrangement  of  said  list,  tract  for 
tract,  to  correspond  with  the  selections,  be  regarded  as  an  abandonment  of  the 
company's  right  under  its  original  action. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  iO,  1896.  (I.  D.> 

Involving  the  NW.  J,  Sec.  11,  T.  17  N.,  R.  45  B.,  Spokane  land  district^ 
Washington. 

This  land  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  defendant- 
company,  and  on  December  17, 1883,  said  company  filed  its  list  selecting 
this,  with  other  lands,  as  indemnity  lands  under  its  grant. 

Jnne  8, 1892,  CKBrien  made  application  for  homestead  entry  for  said 
land  claiming  settlement  from  about  October  15, 1885,  and  claiming 
that  at  the  time  of  the  company's  selection  aforesaid,  this  laud  was  held 
by  a  valid  adverse  settlement  existing  thereon. 

The  evidence  shows  that  one  Thos.  Oribben  made  some  improvements 
on  the  land  in  connection  with  an  adjoining  quarter  section  (the  NE.  ^ 
of  8ec.  10),  upon  which  he  made  homestead  entry  March  21,  1884,. 
and  that  he  held  i)08session  of  the  land  in  controversy  until  1885  when 
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he  turned  it  over  to  O'Brien  who,  from  October  15, 1885,  held  posses* 
sion  and  lived  thereon,  expecting  to  make  homestead  entry  for  it. 

The  local  officers  upon  the  hearing  recommended  the  rejection  of 
O'Brien's  application  to  make  homestead  entry. 

Gribben  never  lived  on  this  land  but  resided  on  his  adjoining  quarter 
section  from  his  first  settlement  until  after  he  completed  his  homestead 
entry,  and  until  his  death  afterwards.  He  therefore  could  not  have  had 
such  possession  of  the  land  in  dispute,  as  a  settler^  that  would  prevent 
its  selection  by  the  company  and  O'Brien  gained  no  rights  by  succeed- 
ing to  such  illegal  possession.  His  rights  must  rest  on  his  application 
^ud  settlement  of  October  15, 1885. 

Your  office  decision  holds  that  the  company  lost  its  rights  under  its 
selection  of  December  17, 1883,  by  afterwards  filing  a  rearranged  list 
with  the  lost  lands  arranged  tract  for  tract  with  the  lands  selected  in 
original  list  of  December  17, 1883. 

This  Department  by  letter  of  May  28,  1883,  specifically  instructed 
your  office,  which  instructions  were  transmitted  to  the  various  local 
officers  along  the  line,  to  allow  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroiul  Company 
to  make  selection  of  indemnity  lands  'leaving  the  ascertainment  of  the 
lands  lost  in  place  to  your  office  instead  of  requiring  preliminary  lists 
of  such  lost  lands  tract  for  tract  from  the  company  as  heretofore." 

These  instructions  remained  unchanged  (as  to  the  defendant-com- 
pany) until  August  4, 1885,  when,  by  circular,  registers  and  receivers 
were  instructed : 

Where  indemnity  selections  have  heretofore  been  made  without  specification  of 
losses  you  will  require  the  companies  to  designate  the  deficiencies  for  which  such 
indemnity  is  to  be  applied,  before  further  selections  are  allowed.    (4  L.  D.,  90.) 

So  the  list  filed  by  the  defendant-company  in  December,  1883,  was  in 
accordance  with  the  instructions  from  the  Department  then  in  force,  and 
tras  a  valid  selection. 

Afterward  the  company,  on  October  31, 1887,  filed  a  list  specifying 
the  losses,  but  the  lauds  so  specified  were  given  in  bulk. 

Ou  August  30, 1892,  the  company  filed  a  list  of  the  same  lands  but 
rearranged  so  as  to  designate  losses  tract  for  tract  with  the  selected 
lands. 

O'Brien  made  application  for  his  homestead  entry  June  3, 1892,  based 
en  his  settlement  of  1885. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  La  Bar  v.  Northern  Pacific 
B.  K.  Co.  (17  L.  D.,  406)  applies,  and  that  the  filing  of  a  rearranged  list 
subsequently  to  O'Brien's  application  is  an  abandonment  of  the  selec- 
tion of  1883 ;  but  in  the  La  Bar  case  the  last  list  filed,  giving  the  losses 
tract  for  tract  (instead  of  in  bulk)  and  applying  it  to  the  indemnity  list, 
shows  that  there  was  a  change  in  a  part  of  the  lands;  that  is,  the  last 
list  embraced  lands  not  covered  by  the  former  one  and  was  in  fact  a 
different  list,  and  it  is  said  in  that  decision,  page  408, — 

It  is  plain  that  it  was  intended  as  a  substitute  or  amendment  of  the  old  list,  and 
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on  aoconnt  of  its  variaiice  therefrom  mast  be  treated  as  an  abandonment  of  tbe  old 
list,  for  the  company  cannot  stand  on  two  lists,  specifying  different  losses  as  the 
bases  therefor.  .  .  .  When  La  Bar  settled  on  October  1, 1887,  he  settled  subject 
only  to  the  selection  of  1883  which  having  been  abandoned,  remoTed  any  bar  against 
his  settlement. 

Bnt  it  is  not  claimed  in  this  case  that  the  last  list  of  lost  lands  con' 
tained  other  or  different  lands,  or  less  or  more,  than  was  in  the  list 
Bpe«ifyin^  the  lost  lands  in  bulk. 

As  to  the  selection  made  December,  1883,  specifying  no  losses  either 
in  bulk  or  tract  for  tract  that  was  nnquestiouably  a  valid  selection 
when  made,  and 

the  selection  having  been  made  in  conformity  with  the  order  dispensing  with  the 
necessity  of  specifying  losses  tract  for  tract,  it  was  legally  made,  and  while  it 
remains  on  the  records  of  the  office  it  imparts  notice  to  all  settlers  and  entrymen. 
Sawyer  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (12  L.  D.,  448,)  and  Clancy  v.  Hastings  and 
Dakota  R.  R.  Co.  (17  L.  D.,  596). 

October  31, 1887,  the  company  filed  a  list  of  losses  to  be  applied  to 
the  prior  indemnity  selections  of  1883,  bnt  it  seems  to  have  been  in  balk. 
The  company  could  have  been  required  to  rearrange  this  list  so  as  to 
show  the  losses  and  designate  the  lost  lands  tract  for  tract  with  the 
indemnity  lands  so  selected  in  1883,  and  while  it  does  not  appear  whether 
the  company  was  required  to  rearrange  the  list  of  losses  in  that  way  or 
voluntarily  did  it,  yet,  on  August  30, 1892,  the  company  filed  a  rear- 
ranged list  designating  the  lost  lands  tract  for  tract,  so  it  could  be 
applied  to  the  selection  of  December,  1883. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  company  did  anything  that  could  be  con- 
strued into  abandonment.  The  first  list  of  lost  lands  filed  in  1887  did 
not  invalidate  the  selection  of  1883  as  your  office  decision  properly 
holds,  nor  was  it  necessary  in  order  to  validate  such  selection.  The 
circular  of  1885,  supra,  does  not  provide,  even  inferentially,  that  a  failure 
to  file  a  list  of  losses  will  render  nugatory  selections  theretofore  made, 
but  that  such  list  must  be  filed  ^^  before  further  selections  are  allowed." 

In  tbe  ca«eof  the  Southern  Minnesota  Railway  Express  Company  (12  L.  D.;  518), 
it  was  held  that  indemnity  railroad  selection  will  not  be  approved,  in  the  absence  of 
dae  specification  of  the  losses  for  which  the  indemity  is  asked,  and  the  list  submitted 
was  returned  that  the  losses  might  be  specified. 

In  the  present  case,  the  list  is  not  here  for  approval,  and,  while  I  should  refuse  to 
approve  this  selection  until  a  loss  is  specified,  yet,  for  the  reasons  before  stated,  the 
selection  was  a  bar  to  Clancy's  entry,  and  the  same  must  accordingly  be  canceled, 
ualesB,  after  due  notice,  he  elects  to  permit  the  same  to  stand  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  company's  selection.    Clancy  v.  Hastings  and  Dakota  R.  R.  Co.,  supra. 

By  tbe  rearranged  list  the  company  claimed  no  more  or  different 
lands  than  were  included  in  the  selection  of  1883,  nor  does  it  appear 
that  it  changed,  by  an  acre,  the  losses  to  be  applied  to  such  selection, 
but  simply  rearranged  the  list  of  1887  so  as  to  specify  a  loss  for  each 
particular  tract  selected.  Its  selection  has,  since  1883,  remained  of 
record,  a  notice  and  bar  to  the  allowance  of  any  adverse  claim. 

Your  office  decision  is  reversed. 
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BAILROAD  ILiANDS-SECmOX  8,  ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  S9,  1890. 

Dunne  v.  Stone. 

An  application  for  the  right  of  purchase,  on  behalf  of  a  partnership  firm,  made  in 
accordance  with  the  circular  notice  of  a  railroad  company,  may  be  properly  the 
subject  of  assignment  to  one  of  the  members  of  said  firm,  through  agreement 
of  the  parties,  and  thus  confer  upon  such  assignee  the  status  o^  a  licensee 
entitled  to  invoke  the  provisions  of^  section  3,  act  of  September  29, 1890. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Febrtuiry 
(J.  I.  H.)  10,1896.  (W,  F.  M.) 

On  July  28, 1892,  James  F.  Danne  filed  an  application  to  purchase, 
under  the  first  clause  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  September  29, 
1890  (26  Stats.,  496),  lots  1,  2,  3,  the  N.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  the  SW.  J,  of 
the  KB,  i,  the  SW.  \  of  the  SB.  J  and  the  SB.  J  of  the  XW.  J  of  section 
23,  township  17  S.,  range  8  B.,  within  the  land  district  of  San  Francisco, 
California. 

On  August  1, 1893,  the  day  on  which  Dunne  was  to  make  final  proof 
according  to  his  published  intention,  he  was  met  by  Bichard  T.  Stone, 
a  homestead  claimant  in  partial  conflict,  who  disputed  his  right,  and  a 
hearing  was  then  held  upon  the  issue  as  to  whether  or  not  Dunne  was 
a  possessor  of  the  land  claimed  by  him  under  a  license  from  the  South- 
em  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  in  such  a  manner  as  to  entitle  him  to  the 
benefits  of  the  act. 

The  register  and  receiver  found  for  Dunne,  but  on  appeal  to  your 
office  it  was  held  that  ^<  Dunne  does  not  hold  by  deed,  written  contract 
with  or  license  from  the  railroad  company  or  its  assignees,"  and  his 
application  and  final  proof  were  rejected. 

Dunne  has  appealed  here. 

Donnelly,  Dunne  and  Co.,  a  partnership  comx)Osed  of  Edward  T.Don* 
nelly,  James  F.  Dunne,  and  A.  J.  Donnelly,  took  x)OSsession  of  the  land 
in  controversy  about  1869,  and  has  held  it  to  the  present  time.  On 
March  19, 1873,  B.  T.  Donnelly  and  A.  J.  Donnelly,  acting  for  the  firm, 
made  application  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  to  purchase 
section  23,  township  17  south,  range  8  east,  upon  the  terms  cash  or 
credit  at  the  option  of  the  company.  Subsequently,  about  the  year 
1884,  it  was  agreed  among  the  members  of  the  firm  that  each  should 
have  the  benefit  of  certain  specified  applications  for  the  purchase  of 
lands  of  different  classes  made  in  behalf  of  the  partnership.  By  the 
terms  of  that  agreement  Dunne  took  the  interest  of  the  partnership  in 
the  application  to  purchase  the  land  in  contest,  together  with  the  rights 
growing  out  of  the  same. 

In  the  decision  appealed  from  it  is  said,  that 

£.  T.  Donnelly  and  A.  J.  Donnelly  may  have  become  licensees  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, bnt  Dnnue  certainly  can  not  successfnlly  claim  a  license  f^om  said  company, 
nor  can  be  hold  by  virtue  of  a  verbal  assignment  from  £.  T.  and  A.  J.  Donnelly,  for 
the  statute  of  frauds  forbids  such  a  conveyance. 
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I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  application  gave  the  two 
DonneliyB  the  attitude  in  law  of  licensees. 
From  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver  it  is  learned  that 

they  went  iuto  poBMSsion  and  incurred  the  expense  under  a  license  from  the  com- 
pany, inviting  settlers  on  their  lands  and  notifying  persons  to  purchase,  hoth  by 
circulars,  which  they  distributed,  and  advertisement  in  newspapers.  Under  these 
invitations  many  thousand  persons  improved  land  reserved  for  the  railroad  company. 

In  the  caae  of  Eastman  v.  Wiseman,  18  L.  D.,  337,  where  the  nature 
of  the  license  contemplated  by  the  statute  is  exhaustively  discussed, 
after  stating  the  proposition  that  a  license  may  arise  by  implication 
from  circumstances,  it  is  held  that  the  invitations  issued  by  the  railroad 
company,  coupled  with  an  implied  acceptance  of  the  invitation  by  an 
apphcation  to  purchase,  constitutes  a  license  from  the  company  to  enter 
upon  and  take  possession  of  land  for  the  purpose  of  making  improve- 
ments thereon  under  a  guarantee  of  title  from  the  company,  after  the 
performance  of  certain  conditions  precedent,  as  set  forth  in  the  circulars 
of  invitation. 

It  is  further  held  in  that  case  that  such  a  license,  being  coupled  with 
an  interest,  may  be  the  subject  of  assignment,  and  when  assigned  car- 
ries with  it  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  original  licensee. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Donnelly,  Dunne 
and  Company  made  a  verbal  agreement  in  1884,  the  object  of  which 
was  to  effect  a  division  of  those  of  its  assets  consisting  of  licenses  and 
applications  to  purchase  public  and  other  lands,  nor  is  it  disputed  that 
the  license  to  purchase  the  land  in  controversy  is  an  asset  of  the  firm, 
notwithstanding  the  application  was  made  by  individual  members  of 
the  firm. 

1  can  not  assent  to  the  proposition  that  the  arrangement  among  the 
partners  looking  to  a  division  of  their  interest  is  reprobated  by  the 
statute  of  frauds,  or  any  other  rule  of  evidence  on  the  subject  of  con- 
veyances of  real  estate.  In  Eastman  v.  Wiseman,  supra^  an  assignment 
of  Bucii  an  interest  was  recognized,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  decision 
to  show  that  it  was  in  writing.  There  was,  it  is  true,  a  written  relin- 
quishment of  his  right  to  the  land,  but  it  is  not  shown  that  that  instru- 
ment possessed  the  incidents  of  a  deed  of  real  estate. 

1  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  application  in  this  case  was  made 
m  behalf  of  the  partnership  of  Donnelly,  Dunne  and  Company,  and 
that  by  virtue  of  an  agreement  subsequently  entered  into  by  the  par- 
ties, members  of  the  firm,  the  interest  of  the  firm  in  the  license  passed 
to  Dunne. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is,  therefore,  reversed. 
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HOMSSTEAB   CONTEST~FAILIJB£  TO  MAINTAIN  RESIDENCE. 

Johnson  v.  Easter. 

The  plea  of  ill  health  can  not  be  received  as  an  excuse  for  failure  to  maintain  resi- 
dence, and  make  substantial  improvements,  unless  good  faith  is  shown,  and  it  is 
clearly  apparent  that  such  fs^ilure  is  due  to  the  causes  alleged. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  10, 1896.  (C.  J.  G.) 

This  controversy  involves  the  N.  J  of  the  NW.  \  and  the  SE.  \  of  the 
N W.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  49  N.,  R.  9  W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin. 

Joseph  H.  Easter  made  homestead  entry  of  the  same  March  23, 1891. 

William  H.  Johnson  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry 
December  9, 1893,  alleging  substantially  that  Easter  failed  to  cultivate 
or  improve  the  land  during  the  year  1893;  that  he  has  never  estab- 
lished or  maintained  a  residence  thereon;  that  the  last  visit  to  said 
tract  was  made  by  the  entryman  in  April,  1893 ;  that  he  is  informed 
and  believes  that  Easter  resides  in  Chicago,  Illinois,  and  has  resided 
there  at  all  times  since  making  his  entry,  his  post-office  address  being 
Roger's  Park,  Chicago,  Illinois;  and  that  said  entry  was  not  made  in 
good  faith,  but  with  the  fraudulent  intent  of  obtaining  title  to  said 
land  by  a  colorable  compliance  with  the  homestead  law. 

The  hearing  was  had  on  February  12, 1894.  Johnson  appeared  in 
person,  and  by  attorney.  Easter  appeared  specially  by  attorney  only, 
who  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  in  that  Eas- 
ter had  not  been  personally  served  with  notice  of  contest.  This  motion 
was  overruled.  Easter's  attorney  then  filed  a  motion,  supported  by 
affidavit,  for  a  continuance,  on  account  of  the  absence  of  necessary  wit- 
nesses. As  Johnson  admitted  that  the  witnesses  named  in  Easter's 
affidavit  would,  if  present,  testify  as  therein  set  forth,  including  Easter 
himself,  the  case  proceeded  to  trial. 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  testimony  the  local  office  rendered  deci- 
sion in  favor  of  the  contestant,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of 
Easter's  entry.  The  latter  appealed  to  your  office,  and  by  letter  of 
September  24,  1894,  you  reversed  the  decision  of  the  local  office  and 
held  Easter's  entry  intact. 

Johnson  appeals  to  this  Department. 

In  their  decision  the  local  officers  say — 

the  affidavit  of  £aster  for  a  continuance  in  this  case  alleges  ill -health  as  a  sufficient 
excuse  for  his  failure  to  reside  upon  the  homestead.  We  do  not  think  the  facts 
therein  set  up  are  a  valid  ground  for  his  continued  absence  and  failure  to  comply 
with  the  homestead  law. 

Substantially  the  facts  in  the  case  are  as  follows — Formerly  there 
was  a  contest  between  the  same  parties  involving  the  same  land,  on 
the  question  of  priority  of  settlement  and  residence.  The  decision  was 
in  Easter's  favor,  with  the  exception  of  one  forty.    So  there  api)ears  to 
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be  no  question  as'  to  establishment  of  residence;  bat  whether,  once  estab* 
lished,  it  has  been  maintained.  Also  there  is  no  question  as  to  Easter's 
absence  from  the  land  a  year  or  more  prior  to  date  of  contest;  but 
whether  said  absence  was  justifiable  or  excusable. 

In  his  application  Easter  stated  that  he  is  unable,  on  account  of  sick- 
ness, to  attend  the  trial;  that  he  is  now,  and  for  more  than  a  year  last 
past  has  been  afflicted  with  epilepsy  or  falling  fits,  and  has  not  been  in 
saeh  condition  of  health  as  would  permit  him  to  live  on  the  homestead 
without  the  continuous  attendance  and  care  of  an  assistant;  that  he 
has  been  advised  by  his  physician  that  he  is  liable  at  any  time  to  have 
such  an  attack  of  the  disease  as  to  require  the  immediate  attendance  of 
a  physician,  which  he  could  not  have  out  in  the  woods  on  his  homestead 
away  firom  any  town  or  village  in  which  a  physician  is  located;  and 
that  he  is  unable  flnadcially  to  employ  any  one  competent  to  take  care 
of  him,  and  give  him  constant  attention  on  the  homestead. 

The  testimooy  ahows  that  Easter  left  the  land  in  December,  1S91,  and  was  absent 
nntil  May,  1892,  when  he  retamed  to  the  homestead  for  three  days.  During  this 
vi<iit  he  did  a  little  clearing  and  planted  a  garden  patch  of  about  six  square  rods, 
the  crop  being  neither  cultivated  or  gathered.  He  was  absent  until  the  following 
November,  in  which  month  he  was  on  the  place  one  or  two  nights.  He  then  boarded 
up  and  nailed  the  doors  and  windows  of  his  cabin.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  was 
again  on  his  homestead,  and  in  April  or  May,  1893,  he  went  to  Chicago,  Illinois, 
where  he  has  since  remained. 

Outside  of  the  garden  patch  and  the  clearing,  the  latter  estimated  tcr 
be  worth  ten  or  twelve  dollars,  Easter's  improvements  consisted  of  a 
cabin  twelve  by  fourteen  feet,  worth  from  twenty  to  twenty-five  dollars. 
The  land  in  controversy  has  been  in  Easter's  possession  since  1890,  and 
yet,  according  to  his  own  estimate,  only  about  one  and  two- thirds  acres 
are  cleared;  most  of  this  was  done  prior  to  the  former  contest. 

It  was  error  for  your  office  to  find  that  Easter  resided  continuously 
on  this  land  firom  August,  1890,  until  December  22, 1892.  According 
to  his  own  statement  defendant  was  only  there  from  August,  1890,  until 
December  22, 1891,  a  period  of  sixteen  months.  He  makes  no  claim  of 
residence  or  cultivation  during  1893.  The  evidence  shows  that  he  was 
present  in  May,  1892,  for  two  or  three  days;  also  in  November  of  the 
same  year  for  one  or  two  nights.  This  would  indicate,  up  to  the  date 
of  contest  and  immediately  prior  thereto,  an  almost  continuous  absence 
of  over  two  years. 

The  testimony  further  shows  that  prior  to  the  last  time  Easter  went 
away  he  was  in  ordinarily  good  health.  When  Easter  left  his  claim 
the  last  time  he  told  Johnson  that  he  was  going  to  Minneapolis  to  the 
National  Convention,  and  presumably  alone.  It  was  stated  that  he 
used  to  x>aek  on  his  back  fifty  to  seventy  pounds  from  Brule,  a  distance 
of  twelve  or  thirteen  miles.  While  at  that  time  he  may  have  been  suf- 
fering from  epileptic  fits,  it  is  not  shown  that  he  was  wholly  incapaci- 
tated from  |>erforming  more  work  than  the  present  improvements  on 
the  land  would  indicate.    There  was  no  cultivation  except  a  small  gar- 
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den,  and  that  was  said  to  be  near  the  river  in  sandy  soil,  which  prob- 
ably did  not  need  clearing  before  planting. 

The  evidence  would  tend  to  show  that  Easter  became  too  confident 
from  his  success  in  the  former  contest,  where  the  decision  in  the  matter 
of  prior  settlement  was  in  his  favor.  When  he  left  the  land  the  last 
time  he  evidently  knew  that  his  absence  would  be  indefinite;  this  is 
shown  by  the  fact  that  he  nailed  up  the  doors  and  windows  of  his  cabin. 

The  nature  of  Easter's  disease,  epilepsy,  was  not  such  as  to  preclude 
him  from  making  all  necessary  preparation  for  his  absence,  namely 
applying  for  leave  of  absence.  The  laws  are  very  lenient  in  respect  of 
persons  afflicted  by  temx>orary  illness  or  permanent  disease,  and  fall 
provision  has  been  made  therefor  in  section  3  of  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889  (25  Stat.,  854).  The  only  requirement  is  that  the  applicant  should 
explain  its  necessity  and  apply  for  leave  of  absence.  Easter  made  no 
such  application  and  his  absence  for  so  long  a  period,  from  whatever 
cause,  was  entirely  unauthorized. 

The  government  is  disposed  to  be  liberal  in  its  treatment  of  entrymen, 
who,  by  reason  of  sickness  and  disease,  are  unable  to  fiilly  comply  with 
the  laws  regulating  the  entry  of  the  public  lands,  but  I  am  inclined  to 
think  it  would  be  an  exercise  of  liberality  and  leniency  beyond  what 
was  intended  by  Congress  to  allow  the  present  entry  to  remain  intact 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  plea  of  sickness  cannot  be  received  as  an 
excuse  for  failure  to  maintain  residence  on  a  homestead  entry  and  make 
substantial  improvements  thereon,  unless  good  faith  is  clearly  shown, 
and  it  is  very  apparent  that  such  failure  is  due  to  the  causes  alleged. 

Easter's  sickness  might  possibly  be  an  excuse  for  his  laches  during 
the  year  immediately  preceding  the  date  of  contest,  but  it  certainly 
cannot  atone  for  his  want  of  cultivation  and  improvement  for  the  several 
years  the  land  has  been  in  his  possession,  and  especially  for  his  failure 
to  reside  upon  and  improve  his  claim  for  as  many  as  two  years  prior  to 
the  date  of  contest;  nor  can  it  excuse  his  neglect  in  applying  for  leave 
of  absence  the  last  time  he  left  the  land,  when  he  must  have  known 
that  he  would  be  away  indefinitely. 

In  all  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  your  office  decision,  good  faith 
was  an  essential  element.  Under  the  leave  of  absence  act  good  faith 
must  be  affirmatively  shown.  Unless  that  appears,  the  leave  of  absence 
will  be  refused.  Certainly,  where  an  entryman  voluntarily  absents  him- 
self from  his  claim,  the  acts  and  circumstances  surrounding  his  case 
should  be  carefully  considered,  and  his  good  faith  should  be  clearly 
apparent.  If  it  is  not,  his  entry  should  be  forfeited.  In  my  estimation 
such  good  faith  has  not  been  shown  in  the  present  case  as  to  entitle 
Easter  to  have  his  entry  held  intact. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  reversed,  Easter's  entry  will  be  canceled, 
and  preference  right  awarded  to  Johnson. 
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railroad  grant—indemnity  selecl'ion— settl.ement  claim. 
Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Flannery. 

In  case  of  a  contract  of  purchase  made  with  a  railroad  company,  involving  a  specific 
tract  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant,  the  subsequent  selection  of  such 
tract  by  the  company  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  m^de  for  the  protection  of 
the  piirchHser ;  and  his  subsequent  residence  on  the  land,  in  reliance  on  the  com- 
pany's title,  cannot  be  held  as  conferring  any  right  as  against  the  company. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  L  H.)  10, 1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  motiou  filed  on  behalf  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  for  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision  of 
February  23, 1895  (20  L.  D.,  138),  in  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  r.  Frank  Flannery,  involving  the  NE.  ^  of  Sec.  15, 
T.  8  N.,  K.  12  £.,  Helena  land  district,  Montana. 

This  case  arose  upon  an  application  filed  by  Flannery  December  4, 
188G,  to  make  entry  of  the  land  before  described  under  the  homestead 
laws,  which  application  was  rejected  for  conflict  with  the  indemnity 
selection  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad. 

The  land  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  company 
and  was  incladed  in  its  list  of  selections  filed  February  26, 1885. 

In  the  homestead  affidavit  filed  by  Flannery  which  accompanied  his 
application  presented  on  December  4, 1886,  he  alleged  settlement  upon 
the  land  in  October,  188*2,  and  with  register's  letter  of  January  7, 1889, 
was  forwarded  a  second  affidavit  by  Flannery,  executed  November  19, 
1888,  in  which  he  alleged  settlement  upon  the  land  April  1,  1883,  and 
that  he  had  since  continued  residing  upon  and  improving  the  land.  In 
this  affidavit  he  also  alleged  that  shortly  after  making  settlement  upon 
the  land  he  was  informed  that  it  was  included  within  the  indemnity 
limits  of  the  railroad  grant  and  that  title  could  only  be  acquired 
through  the  company;  that  he  thereupon  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  the  company  for  the  purchase  of  this  land  and  made  payments  at 
various  times  on  account  thereof,  aggregating  between  three  and  four 
hundred  dollars;  that  as  soon  as  he  learned  that  he  was  entitled  to 
make  entry  under  the  public  land  laws  he  discontinued  his  payments 
under  the  contract  with  the  company,  and  that  he  had  at  all  times 
resided  upon  and  claimed  the  land  as  his  home. 

Upon  this  affidavit  your  office  ordered  a  hearing.  The  testimony 
taken  at  such  hearing  showed  that  in  1882  Flannery  purchased  the 
improvements  made  by  a  prior  settler  upon  this  land,  who  gave  him 
possession ;  that  he,  Flannery,  made  actual  settlement  thereon  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1883,  and  that  he  had  since  continued  residing  upon  the  land, 
cultivating  and  improving  the  same;  his  improvements  at  the  date  of 
the  hearing  being  valued  at  the  amount  of  $1000. 
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There  was  no  evidence  offered  at  the  hearing  relative  to  an  agree- 
ment entered  into  between  Flannery  and  the  company  for  the  porchase 
of  this  land. 

Tour  office  decision  of  May  1, 1891,  held  the  company's  selection  for 
cancellation  with  a  view  to  allowing  Flaunery's  application^  from  which 
the  company  appealed  to  this  department,  the  appeal  being  considered 
in  departmental  decision  of  February  23, 1895,  9upra. 

In  that  opinion  it  was  held : 

There  can  be  no  question  nnder  the  testimony,  bat  that  at  the  date  of  selection 
and  for  more  than  two  years  prior  thereto,  this  land  was  in  the  possession  and  occu- 
pancy of  Flannery,  and  while  it  is  true  that  he  admits  a  previous  agreement  with  the 
company  to  purchase  of  it  its  title  to  this  land,  yet  I  do  not  think  that  the  showing 
made  is  sufficient  to  avoid  his  settlement. 

It  is  clear  that  he  did  not  go  upon  the  land  in  accordance  with  a  previous  agree- 
ment made  with  the  company ;  in  other  words,  the  company  did  not  put  him  in 
possession  of  the  land,  for  it  is  clearly  shown  that  he  purchased  the  improvements 
of  a  prior  settler  and  that  it  was  not  until  after  he  had  lived  upon  the  land  for  some 
time  that  he  learned  of  the  adverse  claim  of  the  company.  Learning  of  this  adverse 
claim  on  account  of  the  grant,  and  in  order  to  protect  himself  in  his  possession,  he 
contracted  with  the  company  for  the  purchase  of  this  land  and  on  account  thereof 
made  payments  ss  before  stated;  but  as  soon  as  he  learned  that  he  would  be  per- 
mitted to  make  entry  under  the  settlement  laws,  he  repudiated  his  contract  with 
the  company  and  made  application  under  the  homestead  laws,  as  before  stated. 

Your  office  decision  was  therefore  affirmed.  A  reviow  of  said  decision 
was  denied  February  23, 1895  (20  L.  B.,  466). 

The  basis  of  the  motion  under  consideration  is  that  Flannery,  on  Jan- 
uary 25,  1885,  before  the  company  made  selection  of  this  land,  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  purchase  thereof  from  the  company,  and  that  said 
contract  was  never  repudiated,  but  on  the  contrary,  full  payment  was 
made  on  account  thereof  and  the  tract  deeded  to  Flannery  by  the  com- 
pany on  August  7, 1891. 

Accompanying  the  motion  is  a  letter  from  Flannery  addressed  to  the 
company,  in  which,  after  setting  out  the  fact  that  he  had  bought  said 
land  from  the  company  and  received  its  warranty  deed,  he  states  as 
follows: 

A  few  days  ago  I  received  notice  that  the  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  decided 
that  the  N£.  i.  Sec.  15,  T.  8  N.,  R,  12  £.,  is  government  land  and  directing  cancellation 
of  the  railroad  section  (selection).  1  sold  the  land  three  years  ago  with  a  warranty 
deed.  The  party  I  sold  to  has  notified  me  to  make  the  title  good.  Will  yon  appeal 
the  case  or  what  will  you  do 9    Please  write  me  and  let  me  know  all  about  it. 

The  company  bas,  since  filing  the  motion  under  consideration,  filed  a 
waiver  by  Flannery  of  any  claim  under  his  settlement  upon  this  land 
adverse  to  the  company. 

From  the  above  it  would  appear  that  the  decision  of  this  Department 
has  miscarried,  for  it  would  appear  that  Flannery  did  not  abandon  his 
contract  with  the  company,  but  completed  the  same  and  has  since  sold 
the  land  relying  upon  the  company's  warranty.  It  would  therefore  seem 
that  in  reality  he  had  abandoned  the  claim  initiated  by  the  presentation 
of  his  homestead  application. 
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At  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  decision  of  this  Department  all 
the  facts  relative  to  the  contract  entered  into  between  Flaunery  and 
the  company  were  not  before  this  Department.  For  this  omission  it 
wonid  seem  that  the  company  alone  is  responsible.  It  wonld  appear^ 
however,  that  sufficient  showing  has  been  made  to  warrant  the  reversal 
of  the  previous  decision  of  this  Department. 

Flannery  having  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  company  for  the 
purchase  of  these  lands  prior  to  the  selection  of  the  same  by  the  com> 
paity,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  subsequent  selection  made  by  the 
company  was  on  account  of  and  for  the  protection  of  Flannery  under 
his  contract  entered  into  as  before  stated.  His  subsequent  actions 
show  that  he  has  relied  upon  the  company's  title  since  making  said 
contract  and  he  can  not  be  held  to  have  acquired  any  rights  by  his  sub- 
sequent residence  upon  and  improvement  of  this  tract  that  would  defeat 
the  company's  right  under  its  selection  made  as  before  stated. 

The  previous  decision  of  this  Department  directing  the  cancellation 
of  the  company's  selection  of  the  tract,  on  account  of  the  settlement 
claim  of  Flannery  is  recalled  and  vacated,  and  said  selection,  if  canceled 
upon  your  office  records,  will  be  re-instated.  Flannery's  application 
will  stand  rejected. 


RIGHT  OP  WAY— TOLL.  ROAD— SECTION  8477,  R.  S. 

Wason  Toll  Boad  Co.  v.  Crbedb  Townsite  (On  Review). 

Id  reGOgnizing  a  right  of  way  claimed  on  behalf  of  a  toll  road  under  section  2477, 
R.  8.,  the  Department  will  not;  in  the  absence  of  express  statutory  authority, 
determine  the  width  of  such  right  of  way. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 

10, 1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

I  liave  before  me  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of 
October  31,  1895  (21  L.  D.,  351),  filed  by  counsel  for  the  townsite  of 
Creede. 

It  appears  that  the  mayor  of  the  town  of  Greede  submitted  proof  of 
settlement  and  occupancy  of  certain  lands  in  Sees.  19  and  20,  Tp.  42  iN*., 
B.  1  E.,  and  Sec.  25,  Tp.  42  N.,  E.  1  W.,  Del  Norte,  Colorado,  land  dis- 
trict, and  sought  to  enter  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  the  settlers 
thereon.  The  Wason  Toll  Boad  Company  protested,  claiming  a  right 
of  way  of  one  hundred  feet  through  the  land  for  the  operation  of  its 

toll  TOSkd. 

A  hearing  was  ordered,  and  as  a  result  the  local  office  recommended 
a  dismissal  of  the  protest.  On  appeal,  your  office  affirmed  this  action, 
and  the  Department,  by  its  said  decision,  reversed  the  judgments 
below,  holding  that  the  road  company,  being  the  prior  occupant  of  the 
land,  was  entitled  to  its  right  of  way. 
10332— VOL  22 10 
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Beview  of  this  judgment  is  now  asked,  and  the  errors  assigned  are 
(1)  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the  role  in  the  case  of  Deffeback  r. 
Hawke,  115  TJ.  S.,  392,  does  not  apply  to  this  case;  (2)  in  holding  that 
the  grant  of  the  right  of  way  was  akin  to  the  statatory  grant  of  right 
^f  way  to  raikoad  companies;  (3)  in  holding  that  there  were  no  settle- 
ments at  Greede  prior  to  the  location  of  the  toll  road;  (4)  in  holding 
that  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Town  send,  148  U.  S.,  490,  is  an  authority  for 
or  has  any  bearing  on  the  case  at  bar;  (5)  in  citing  as  authority  the 
quotation  from  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  of  Law;  and  (6)  it  is  insisted  '^that 
there  is  nothing  whatever  in  this  case,  as  disclosed  by  the  record,  author- 
izing the  right  of  way  of  this  company  to  be  one  hundred  feet  wide.'' 

It  will  be  seen  by  an  examination  of  the  reported  case  that  all  of  the 
questions  suggested  by  this  motion  were  given  consideration,  with  pos- 
sibly the  exception  of  the  last.  The  authorities  cited  and  relied  upon 
and  the  discussion  in  relation  thereto  will  be  adhered  to. 

The  Department  did  not  hold,  as  stated  by  counsel,  that  there  was 
no  settlement  at  Greede  prior  to  the  location  of  the  toll  road.  What 
it  did  say  was,  that  '<  there  were  but  two  or  three  cabins  in  what  is  now 
Oreede,  outside  of  the  ^commissary'  of  the  mine,"  at  the  time  the  road 
was  surveyed  and  construction  begun.  It  is  conceded  that  at  the  time 
the  road  was  constructed  through  the  town,  a  considerable  portion  of 
it  was  occupied  by  settlers. 

As  to  the  last  suggestion  of  counsel,  it  may  be  said  that  the  Depart- 
ment did  not  decide  that  the  road  company  was  entitled  to  one  hundred 
feet.  What  it  decided  was  that  "patent  will  issue  to  the  townsite,  if 
otherwise  satisfactory,  for  the  land  claimed,  subject,  however,  to  the 
easement  of  the  Wason  Toll  Company's  right  of  way  for  the  road 
through  the  land  thus  patented."  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  width 
of  the  right  of  way  was  not  fixed.  This  was  not  accidental  at  alL 
This  matter  was  considered,  and  it  was  determined  that  it  was  doubt- 
ful whether  the  Department  would  have  jurisdiction  to  fix  the  width  of 
the  right  of  way  in  the  absence  of  express  authority  by  Congress.  It 
was  therefore  deemed  advisable  not  to  decide  this  question,  inasmuch 
as  the  State  court,  or  authorities,  after  title  had  passed  from  the  nation, 
had  fill]  power  to  settle  this  controversy. 

It  is  true  that  the  Boad  Company  claims  one  hundred  feet  in  width 
as  its  right  of  way,  and,  while  the  Department  sustained  its  contention 
as  to  its  right  of  way,  the  width  thereof  was  not  determined,  and  it  was 
not  intended  to  be. 

The  motion  is  therefore  overruled. 


DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC  LANDS.  147 

OKXtAHOMA  LAKDS— COUNCIX.  GBOVE  TIMBER  RESERyi:. 

W.  F.  MagMabtin. 

Couneil  Grove  military  timber  reserre  established  prior  to  the  opening  of  the  Creek 
lands,  though  falling  within  the  limits  of  the  lands  opened  by  the  President's 
proclamation,  was  noted  on  the  maps  of  official  and  public  survey  as  excepted 
from  settlement,  and  therefore  reserved  by  competent  authority. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

lOj  1896.  (A.  E.) 

On  ^November  13, 1894,  your  office  affirmed  the  rejection  by  the  local 
office  of  MacMartin's  application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  "SE.  ^y 
Sec.  33,  T.  12,  E.  4  W.,  I.  M.,  Oklahoma,  Oklahoma.  The  application 
was  made  July  16, 1894.  The  rejection  was  because  the  land  was  within 
a  military  reservation,  segregated  from  the  public  domain  by  executive 
order,  dated  December  26, 1885,  and  April  19, 1889. 

This  tract  was  a  portion  of  the  lands  the  occupancy  title  to  which 
was  ceded  by  the  Greek  Indians  to  the  Unitied  States  in  1866  for  the 
purpose  of  settling  friendly  Indian  tribes  thereon.  On  December  31, 
1885,  by  general  orders  No.  128  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  a  military 
timber  reservation  known  as  Council  Grove  was  proclaimed  and  the 
tract  in  question  is  within  its  limits. 

It  is  contended  by  appellant  that  this  land  was  opened  to  homestead 
entry  by  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  and  by  proclamation  of  the  Presi 
dent,  dated  March  23, 1889. 

The  .reservation  was  within  the  territory  ceded  by  the  Creek  Indians 
on  January  19, 1889,  and  ratified  by  Congress  on  March  1, 1889  (25 
Stat.,  757).    The  ratifying  act  (section  2)  says: 

That  the  lands  acquired  by  the  United  States  under  said  agreement  shaU  be  a  part 
of  the  pablic  domain,  bnt  they  shall  only  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  laws 
regulating  homestead  entries,  and  to  the  persons  qualified  to  make  snch  homestead 
entries  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  to  one  qualified  claimant. 

In  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  980),  applying  to  the  Seminole 
lands,  it  was  provided  (section  13) : 

That  the  lands  acquired  by  the  United  States  under  said  agreement  shaU  be  a  part 
of  the  public  domain,  to  be  disposed  of  only  as  herein  provided. 

Further  in  the  same  section,  after  providing  that  the  lands  shall  be 
opened  by  proclamation  of  the  President,  it  is  stated  that  all  the  fore- 
going provisions  shall  apply  to  and  regulate  the  lands  acquired  from 
the  Muscogee  or  Creek  Indians  by  the  cession  of  January  19, 1889. 

The  proclamation  openiDg  these  lands  was  signed  March  23, 1889, 
and  while  the  boundaries  of  the  land  declared  open  for  settlement 
included  within  them  the  Council  Grove  military  timber  reservation, 
that  reservation  was  excepted  ii*om  entry  and  set  aside  and  marked  on 
the  official  and  public  map  of  the  lands  opened  for  settlement  and 
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entry,  and  the  statement  printed  on  the  map  was  "  Timber  reserve  not 
open  for  settlement.'' 

In  view  of  this  it  must  be  held  that  the  land  applied  for  was  reserved 
by  competent  authority,  and  yoar  action  in  rejecting  the  application  of 
MacMartin  is  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— REVIEW— CONTEST-SETTLEMENT  RIGHT. 

Lemhons  V,  Williams. 

An  aUegation  of  amicable  adjustment  prior  to  judgment,  made  on  motion  for  review, 
may  be  properly  treated  as  the  basis  for  farther  inquiry  and  decision  in  accord- 
ance therewith. 

As  against  third  parties  the  settlement  right  of  a  claimant  will  be  protected  daring 
the  pendency  of  proceedings  between  snch  claimant  and  a  prior  entryman. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Co^nmissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  lOj  1896.  (A*  B.) 

I  have  before  me  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of 
Jnly  \2y  1894  (19  L.  D.,  37),  there  entitled  Lawson  H.  Lemmons,  which 
decision  awarded  to  said  Lemmons  the  SE.  \  of  Sec.  28,  Tp.  8  N.,  B.  15 
W«,  Oklahoma,  Oklahoma  Territory.  The  motion  for  review  has  been 
filed  by  Daniel  0.  WilUams. 

In  order  to  fdlly  understand  the  relations  of  the  respective  parties, 
the  following  recital  will  be  appropriate. 

Williams  applied  to  file  soldier's  declaratory  statement  for  the  tract 
described  May  4, 1892,  without  proof  of  service  in  the  United  States 
army  during  the  war.  His  application  was  suspended  for  the  purpose 
of  allowing  him  to  furnish  the  missing  proof,  which  he  did  on  June  6, 
1892,  and  the  application  was  allowed.  In  the  meantime,  on  May  31, 
1892,  Lemmons  was  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  tract  in 
question.  Subsequently,  to  wit,  on  June  24, 1892,  Williams  was  allowed 
to  carry  his  declaratory  statement  into  a  homestead  entry. 

On  the  issue  thus  raised  between  the  parties,  both  of  whom,  as  above 
seen,  had  entries  of  record,  the  Department,  iu  the  decision  under 
review,  held  that  Lemmons  had  the  better  right,  inasmuch  as  at  the 
date  of  his  application  to  enter  the  application  of  Williams  to  file 
soldier's  declaratory  statement  was  incomplete  and  defective,  thus 
reversing  the  decision  of  your  office  which  awarded  the  superior  right 
to  Williams,  on  the  ground  that  when  he  had  cured  the  defect  in  his 
application  to  file,  his  rights  related  back  to  the  original  presentation 
of  said  application. 

The  motion  for  review,  while  not  directly  attacking  the  judgment 
above  indicated,  asks  a  reconsideration  and  review  on  the  ground  that 
the  case  between  the  parties  had,  prior  to  said  decision, 

been  compromised  and  settled ;  that  the  said  LawsoD  H.  Lemmons  had  abandoned 
and  withdrawn  all  claim  to  the  tract  therein  involved,  and  that  through  inadvert- 
ence and  error  said  cause  was  allowed  to  proceed  to  a  final  decision. 
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Williams  accompanies  this  motion  with  his  affidavit,  dated  Febru- 
ary 28, 1894,  stating  that  he  had  just  been  informed  of  the  depart* 
mental  decision  of  July  12,  supray  holding  for  cancellation  his  entry, 
and  that  prior  to  the  issuance  of  said  decision  he  had 

secured,  as  he  sapposed,  the  withdrawal  of  the  said  appeal  and  the  relinqnishment 
of  said  LemmoDs;  that  on  September  27,  1893,  yonr  afiBant  compromised  all  the 
iesuea  between  himself  and  Lawson  H.  Lemmons,  and  said  Lemmons  executed  a 
withdrawal  and  relinquishment  of  all  claims  to  the  tract  herein  involved,  and  as 
yoar  a£3ant  understood  and  believed  notified  his  attorney  of  record  to  withdraw  his 
appeal,  and  foUowing  out  said  withdrawal  and  dismissal  left  said  tract  and  went  to 
some  point  in  the  Indian  Territory,  or  in  the  Oklahoma  Territory  near  Fort  Sill,  O. 
T.;  that  since  said  time  Lawson  H.  Lemmons  has  not  resided  upon  said  tact,  nor 
laid  any  claim  thereto,  and  that  it  has  been  through  a  mistake,  error  and  oversight 
of  the  attorney  of  Lemmons  that  the  appeal  was  not  dismissed  and  the  relinquish- 
ment of  Lenunons  filed. 

Williams  farther  states  that  he  is  now  and  has  been  for  more  than  a 
year  the  sole  and  only  occupant  of  said  tract,  that  he  has  valusible  and 
permanent  improvements  thereon,  consisting  of  a  house,  all  of  said 
tract  under  fence,  and  seventy  acres  under  cultivation — all  valued  at 
about  1600. 

The  foregoing  affidavit  is  substantially  corroborated  by  affidavit  of 
George  Gordon,  made  September  27, 1894. 

It  appears  from  papers  with  the  motion  that-  service  of  notice  of  the 
departmental  decision  under  review  was  accepted,  September  12, 1894, 
by  H.  G.  St.  John,  as  attorney  for  Lemmons,  and  was  served  upon 
Howe  and  McMachan,  attorneys  for  Williams.  It  also  appears  that 
service  of  the  motion  for  review  and  accompanying  affidavits  was 
accepted  September  27, 1894,  by  St.  John  as  attorney  for  Lemmons. 

Notwithstanding  what  has  been  said  above,  a  letter  has  been  filed, 
under  date  of  September  15, 1894,  by  George  E.  Lemon,  Esq.,  of  this 
city,  entering  his  appearance  for  Lawson  H.  Lemmons,  in  the  case  of 
Lemmons r.  Williams  now  od  review  before  the  Department,  and  asking 
to  be  informed  of  any  action  taken  relative  to  said  motion. 

If  the  facts  be  as  set  out  in  the  motion  for  review,  and  they  have  not 
been  thus  far  denied,  although,  as  above  stated,  said  motion  was  duly 
served  ui>ou  H.  C.  St.  John,  signing  himself  attorney  for  Lemmons, 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  good  reason  why  Williams  should  not  ulti- 
mately secure  the  land  upon  which  he  has  settled,  as  aforesaid. 

The  motion  and  accompanying  papers  are  returned  herewith,  and  you 
will  cause  inquiry  to  be  instituted  as  to  whether  a  relinquishment  by 
Lemmons  of  the  tract  in  question  has  ever  been  filed.  If  it  be  found 
that  relinqnishment  has  been  duly  filed,  you  will  notify  Williams  that 
be  may  again  make  entry  of  the  land  in  question;  for  on  the  record  as 
presented  to  the  Department  when  the  decision  was  rendered,  I  am  yet 
of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  was  correct,  and  that  Williams's 
entry  was  properly  canceled.  Should  it  be  found  that  no  relinquish- 
ment has  been  filed  by  Lemmons,  Williams  will  be  notified  that  he  may 
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institute  contest  against  the  entry  of  said  Lemmons,  with  the  yie\r  to 
securing  the  cancellation  of  the  same,  on  the  ground  of  waiver  and 
abandonment,  as  set  out  in  his  affidavit  accompanying  his  motion  for 
review.  Should  he  establish  the  facts  to  be  as  stated  by  him  in  said 
motion,  the  entry  of  Lemmons  may  then  be  canceled  and  Williams 
allowed  to  make  new  entry  of  the  tract.  If  he  haa  been  a  settler  upon 
the  land  as  stated  by  him  in  the  motion,  and  continues  the  same,  this 
will  be  protection  to  him  as  against  parties  other  than  those  to  this 
record. 

Under  the  orders  above  made,  your  office  is  given  full  jurisdiction  of 
the  case,  as  completely  as  if  said  decision  of  July  12, 1894,  now  under 
review,  had  not  been  made.  Should  Williams  fail  to  establish  the  facts 
as  now  alleged  by  him,  that  decision  will  stand;  otherwise  it  may  be 
treated  as  revoked  and  set  aside,  and  the  case  Will  be  abjudicated  in 
accordance  with  the  facts  as  they  may  be  found. 


CONTEST— RELTXQUISHMENT—CHABGE  OF  FRATTB. 

Lewis  v.  Babnard, 

and 
Winston  v.  Babnabd. 

A  charge  of  frand  in  the  procurement  of  a  relinqnishment  will  not  be  entertained, 
against  a  record  entryman,  on  behalf  of  a  third  party  who  aUe^res  that  he  is  in 
possession  of  a  prior  relinquishment  and  intended  to  enter  the  land  in  controversy. 

The  consideration  that  may  have  passed  between  the  parties,  on  the  execution  of  a 
relinquishment,  is  not  a  matter  for  departmental  inquiry,  except  as  an  incident, 
in  connection  with  other  facts,  tending  to  show  that  the  entryman  was  ft-andn* 
lently  deprived  of  his  land. 

Fraudulent  intent  in  making  an  entry  is  not  shown  by  the  execution  of  a  relinqnisb* 
ment,  or  an  offer  to  sell  the  improvements  on  the  land. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  10, 1896.  (P.  J.  O.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  WW.  J  of  sec.  5,  T.  129  K,  E.  66  W., 
Fargo,  North  Dakota,  land  district,  of  which  Sherwood  H.  Winston 
made  timber  cnltnre  entry  June  25, 1883.  On  October  22, 1892,  his  relin- 
quishment was  filed  and  Clarence  E.  Barnard  made  homestead  entry  of 
the  tract.  November  4, 1892,  Job  D.  Lewis  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  Barnard's  entry  together  with  an  application  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  the  tract,  and  on  November  7  following,  filed  an  amended  affi- 
davit. He  charges  that  Barnard  obtained  Winston's  relinquishment 
by  enticing  him  to  Britton,  South  Dakota,  and  when  in  an  intoxicated 
condition;  that  he  induced  him  to  make  affidavit  of  the  loss  of  the 
receiver's  receipt  of  his  cash  entry,  "Barnard  knowing  such  latter  fact 
to  be  untrue;"  that  Barnard's  homestead  entry  was  for  the  sole  pur 
pose  of  speculation;  that  on  November  4, 1892,  lie  (Barnard)  executed 
a  relinquishment  of  his  said  entry;  that  he  is  a  resident  of  South 
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Dakota.  He  alleges  on  information  and  belief  that  Barnard  had  used 
his  homestead  right  prior  to  the  date  of  his  entry.  He  also  alleges 
that  the  loss  of  the  receiver's  receipt  <4s  false,  as  he  has  both  in  his 
(affiant's)  x>ossession,  inclnding  Winston's  written  relinquishment  in 
due  form,  bearing  date  July  14, 1892;  that  he  has  upon  the  part  of  said 
.Barnard,  by  said  aets,  been  defrauded  out  of  his  interest  in  said  land 
and  deprived  from  making  a  soldier's  homestead  entry  therefor."  He 
asks  that  a  hearing  be  ordered,  Barnard's  homestead  entry  canceled, 
''and  the  relinquishment  obtained  as  aforesaid  be  declared  fraudulent." 

The  defendant  appeared  specially  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest, 
for  the  reason  that  the  affidavit  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  const!- 
taite  a  cause  of  action.  The  motion  was  overruled,  and  the  testimony 
was  taken  before  the  local  offices,  ending  on  March  23, 1893. 

On  the  same  day,  Winston  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  Bar- 
nard, alleging  that  Barnard  ''  made  his  entry  in  fraud ;  that  he  procured 
by  fraud,  without  consideration,  deponent's  relinquishment;"  that  it 
was  executed  and  procured  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation  by  said 
''Barnard  to  deponent  while  he  was  under  the  influence  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  incapacitate  him  from  transacting  busi* 
ness;"  states  that  there  are  one  hundred  and  ten  acres  in  cultivation, 
and  sufficient  growth  of  living  trees  to  allow  deponent  to  make  timber* 
coltore final  proof;  that  Barnard's  entry  is  fraudulent  and  speculative^ 
that  deponent  has  no  knowledge  or  recollection  of  executing  a  relin- 
quishment of  his  entry.  He  asks  that  his  timber-culture  entry  be  rein- 
stated and  Barnard's  homestead  entry  be  canceled.  Defendant  also 
demurred  to  this  affidavit  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  faets 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  contest. 

By  your  office  letter  of  April  11, 1893,  a  hearing  was  ordered  on  Win- 
ston's charges,  part  of  the  testimony  being  taken  before  the  local  officers 
and  part  by  dex>osition. 

The  local  officers  consolidated  the  two  cases,  and  recommended  that 
the  homestead  entry  of  Barnard  be  canceled,  and  the  timber-culture 
entry  of  Winston  be  reinstated.  On  appeal,  your  office,  by  letter  of 
July  23, 1894,  affirmed  the  action  below,  whereupon  Barnard  prosecutes 
this  appeal,  assigning  several  grounds  of  error,  both  of  fact  and  law. 

The  issues  raised  by  the  affidavits  of  contest  filed  by  Winston  and 
Lewis  against  Barnard's  entry,  and  which  have  been  consolidated  into 
one  contest,  without  objection,  are:  (1)  the  procurement  of  Winston's 
reUnquishment  while  he  was  in  a  state  of  intoxication,  and  (2)  Barnard's 
fraudulent  or  speculative  entry.  The  other  matters  alleged  may  be 
treated  as  surplusage,  and  do  not  constitute  grounds  for  contest.  For 
instance,  the  allegation  of  Lewis  that  he  has  been  defrauded  by  Barnard,, 
because  he  (Lewis)  intended  to  make  a  homestead  entry  of  the  tract,  ia 
not  such  a  charge  as  will  be  inquired  into,  (^amilton  r.  Harris  et  aly. 
16  L.  D^  288;  same,  on  review,  20  L.  D.,  227.) 

There  is  no  controversy  apparently  between  Lewis  and  Winston, 
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Lewis  holds  a  relinqaishiuent  by  Winston  of  the  same  land,  executed 
ill  July,  1892,  and  delivered  to  one  Yaiser  from  whom  Lewis  procured 
it.  This  relinquishment  has  never  been  presented  to  the  local  office, 
and  is  not  in  the  files.  It  not  having  been  presented,  the  Department 
will  take  no  notice  of  it,  except  as«  evidence  in  the  case.  This  con* 
troversy  as  it  now  stands  might  well  be  entitled  Lewis  and  Winston  v. 
Barnard. 

The  testimony  shows  that  Winston  had  a  timber-culture  entry  on 
the  tract;  that  he  had  complied  with  the  law  in  relation  to  that  char- 
acter of  entry,  and  had  ten  acres  of  trees  growing  thereon  in  the  ninth 
year  after  his  entry,  and,  it  is  claimed,  could  have  made  final  proof  on 
the  same.  It  is  shown  that  he  was  a  man  given  to  drinking,  and  on  all 
convenient  occasions  would  get  intoxicated.  It  is  claimed  that  he  was 
so  intoxicated  when  he  executed  the  relinquishment  that  Barnard  filed 
as  to  be  incapable  of  transacting  busipess,  and  that  Barnard  and  his 
partner,  Gorman,  were  instrumental  in  getting  him  in  this  condition 
tor  the  purpose  of  getting  from  him  the  relinquishment. 

Frank  Winston,  son  of  Sherwood,  testified  that  about  eleven  o'clock 
P.  M.,  on  October  21,  his  father  passed  his  place  on  his  way  to  Britton, 
South  Dakota,  in  company  with  Barnard,  ^'  so  intoxicated  that  he  did 
not  know  me."  He  did^not  see  his  father  after  that,  yet  he  says,  it  is 
a  fact  that  he  was  intoxicated  when  he  signed  the  relinquishment. 

Sherwood  Winston  in  the  Lewis  case  testified,  that  he  could  not  tell 
exactly  when  it  was  that  he  accompanied  Barnard  to  Forman:  ^*he 
claimed  that  I  had  better  go  down  there  and  let  him  have  this  land  of 
mine  to  save  it  from  losing  it  to  Mr.  Yaiser,  who,  he  said,  was  going  to 
get  it  away  from  me."  Barnard  ^'  was  in  quite  a  hurry  to  get  to  Britton 
before  Mr.  Yaiser  would  miss  me  at  Forman,  and  that  he  could  make 
arrangements  to  get  around  before  Mr.  Yaiser.  I  was  intoxicated." 
He  says  he  had  been  drinking  so  hard  that  he  could  not  tell  what  the 
paper  was^  and  that  he  was  so  much  so  as  to  be  unable  to  transact 
business  when  he  signed  the  relinquishment.  He  thinks  it  was  before 
noon  that  he  executed  it,  had  been  drunk  all  night;  drove  from 
Forman  to  Britton,  and  arrived  there  about  midnight.  On  cross- 
examination,  he  says  he  talked  with  Barnard  about  executing  the 
relinquishment  before  he  left  Forman,  after  talking  about  it,  went  to 
Britton,  about  twenty  miles  away.  It  was  probably  nine  o'clock  A.  M., 
when  he  made  the  relinquishment.  "I  was  pretty  full  to  know  any- 
thing." It  was  executed  before  McCoy  in  some  office.  On  re-direct 
examination,  he  was  asked  if  he  stopped  at  his  son's  while  eti  rout€j  etc, 
and  his  reply  was :  "  We  stopped  at  my  son's  place  going  down.  It  was 
about  18  miles  from  Britton.  I  was  intoxicated.  I  did  not  know  him." 
Says  he  continued  to  drink  up  to  the  time  he  '^executed  some  papers,'' 
and  that  the  liquor  was  furnished  by  Barnard  and  Gorman.  On  re-cross 
examination,  says :  "  it  may  have  been  about  ten  o'clock  or  a  little  later," 
when  they  got  to  his  son's  house;  thattheyremained  there '^onlyavery 
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short  time.  About  five  minutes;'*  then  went  directly  to  Britton,  arriv- 
ing  there  about  midnight.  ^^  It  might  have  been  between  that  time  and 
half  past  one.  We  had  a  good  team  and  drove  pretty  fasf  Says  he 
merely  guesses  at  the  time  of  their  arrival.  ^'We  stopped  at  the 
Arlington  house.  The  x)lace  was  not  opened  for  customers,  the  man 
was  just  moving  in.  Barnard  and  Gorman  had  a  room  there  and  we 
all  stopped  there,  in  the  same  room." 

In  hisown  case  against  Barnard,  Winston  testified  that  he  relinquished 
the  land  to  Barnard,  who  ^^ carried  out  the  idea"  to  him  that  it  would 
he  the  best  way  to  save  his  land ;  that  Yaiser  was  trying  to  get  it  away 
from  him,  and  beat  him  out  of  it,  and  at  the  time  this  happened  he  was 
mider  the  influence  of  liquor  and  took  his  advice ;  that  they  commenced 
drinking  at  Forman,  and  started  in  a  buggy  for  Britton;  they  ^'had 
liquor  with  them  and  drank  considerable  all  the  way  down."  Gorman 
was  with  them.  He  does  not  remember  to  have  had  any  conversation 
with  them  about  the  land  prior  to  that  day.  Says  he  was  intoxicated 
all  the  time;  had  never  agreed  to  it  when  he  was  sober.  <<They  told 
me  that  Mr.  Yaiser  was  going  to  beat  me  out  of  my  claim,  but  I  can 
not  say  for  certain  as  to  that."  He  was  asked  if  he  read  over  the  relin- 
quishment before  he  signed  it,  and  says:  *^  I  could  not  read  it.  I  got 
the  lawyer  to  read  it  to  me;"  he  ^^ was  too  blinded  with  liquor"  to  read 
it  He  did  not  take  any  legal  advice  relative  to  his  relinquishment 
ontil  spring,  when  his  son  came  to  him.  He  did  not  do  this  sooner, 
because  ^^I  supposed  that  they  meant  just  what  they  told  me,  and  that 
they  were  doing  it  for  my  benefit,  and  I  did  not  realize  until  some  of 
my  friends  told  me."  Says  he  was  not  drunk  all  winter.  He  spent  the 
winter  iu  Britton,  Gorman  and  Barnard  paying  his  board.  Did  chores 
for  them  and  looked  after  their  stock;  says  he  was  drunk  all  the  time, 
obtaining  liquor  from  them.  He  received  no  consideration  for  the  relin- 
qnishment.  On  cross-examination  he  says,  they  began  to  drink  a  couple 
of  hours  before  they  left  Forman;  thinks  it  was  about  two  o'clock  A.  M. 
when  they  got  to  Britton;  got  up  about  seven,  ^^had  a  few  drinks,"  and 
went  to  the  lawyer's  office  in  the  forenoon;  there  was  some  talk  about 
the  relinquishment;  McCoy  drew  it  up,  and  read  it  to  him  at  his  request. 
It  is  shown  in  this  cross-examination  the  witness  had  made  a  relinquish- 
ment, or  a  mortgage,  he  claimed  he  could  not  tell  which,  to  Yaiser  in 
July,  1892. 

The  testimony  of  his  son  is  substantially  the  same  as  before.  He 
again  says  his  father  ^<  was  too  intoxicated  to  know  me,  his  own  son," 
when  he  passed  his  house  that  night. 

The  witness  Chase  in  his  deposition  says,  that  he  saw  Winston  Octo- 
ber 21,  at  his  hotel  in  Britton  (the  << Commercial"),  and  he  stopped  there 
about  one  week,  and  that  he  was  intoxicated  during  that  time.  Finch, 
in  his  deposition,  says  he  saw  Winston  on  the  21st  in  Britton,  and  that 
he  was  so  badly  intoxicated  that  he  staggered. 

This  is  all  the  testimony  there  is  on  behalf  of  the  contestants  as  to 
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Winston's  being  drunk  at  the  time  be  executed  thisrelinquisbment.  The 
evidence  of  the  last  two  witnesses  does  not  fix  the  time  of  the  day  at 
which  they  saw  him  drunk,  whether  before  or  after  nine  o'clock  A.  M.^ 
about  the  hour  Winston  says  he  executed  the  paper.  Hence  their  testi* 
mony  is  of  little  value. 

But  from  Winston's  own  evidence  it  is  clearly  apparent,  whatever 
may  have  been  his  condition  on  October  2l8t,  that  before  he  left  Formaa 
he  knew  perfectly  well  what  he  was  going  to  Britton  for.  He  tells 
what  he  was  going  there  to  do,  and  the  purpose  h^  had  in  view;  he 
goes  into  some  detail  about  the  journey,  the  time  they  started,  when 
they  arrived  at  his  son's  house,  when  they  got  to  Britton,  where  they 
stopped,  the  hoar  at  which  they  went  to  the  lawyer's  office  in  the  morn- 
ing; that  the  relinquishment  was  there  drawn  up,  read  to  him  by  the 
attorney,  and  executed.  It  does  not  seem  as  if  a  man  could  be  intoxi- 
cated to  the  extent  of  rendering  him  incapable  of  doing  business,  and 
yet  give  all  these  details  with  such  exactness.  He  says  he  did  not 
know  his  son  when  he  passed  his  house.  Without  desiring  to  be  hyper- 
critical, it  might  with  propriety  be  asked,  how  he  knew  he  did  not  know 
his  son,  if  he  was  insensible  from  intoxication.  He  apparently  knows 
everything  else  in  connection  with  his  journey,  even  to  the  purpose  for 
which  he  was  making  it.  His  testimony  does  not  impress  me  with  the 
fact  that  he  was  incapacitated.  The  testimony  of  his  son  on  this  point 
is  of  but  little  value.  He  simply  asserts  that  his  father  was  so  intoxi- 
cated that  he  did  not  know  him.  He  does  not  tell  what  transpired  to 
convince  him  of  that  fact. 

But  aside  from  the  doubt  created  by  contestant's  testimony,  there  is 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  can  not  be  overlooked.  Both 
Barnard  and  Gorman  testify  that  he  was  not  intoxicated  at  any  time 
during  the  negotiations  or  at  the  time  he  signed  the  papers.  They 
admit  that  they  had  liquor  with  them  on  the  trip,  and  that  all  of  them 
drank  of  it,  but  swear  that  Winston  was  perfectly  sober.  In  addition 
to  their  evidence,  are  the  depositions  of  C.  A.  Dwight,  who  witnessed 
the  execution  of  the  relinquishment,  and  J.  H.  McCoy,  who  was  then 
county  judge  and  made  out  the  papers.  The  testimony  of  these  wit- 
nesses seems  to  have  been  overlooked  both  by  your  office  and  the  lo<*aI 
office;  at  all  events,  it  is  not  referred  to  at  all. 

Dwight  says  the  relinquishment  was  signed  between  eight  and  uiue 
o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  that  Winston  was  perfectly  sober  at  that 
time.  McCoy  says  Barnard,  Gorman  and  Winston  came  to  his  office 
about  eight  o'clock  A.  M.,  and  desired  a  relinquishment  drawn;  that  at 
Winston's  request  he  drew  it;  that  Winston  stated  to  him  that  he  had 
lost  his  receiver's  receipt.  He  says :  '^  He  appeared  perfectly  sober  and 
in  his  right  mind;  he  was  not  intoxicated  in  the  least;  the  relinquish- 
•meut  was  fully  read  over  to  liira  by  myself  before  he  signed  it."  He 
says  he  frequently  saw  him  during  the  next  two  months  and  talked 
with  him  in  regard  to  it,  <^and  from  that  talk  I  can  positively  say  that 
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he  knew  just  what  he  was  doing  when  the  relinquishment  was  signed, 
asd  he  always  expressed  himself  as  being  satisfied." 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  evidence  fairly  shows  that  Winston  was  sober 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  papers. 

His  charge  that  the  relinquishment  was  without  consideration  is  not 
such  a  charge  as  the  Department  will  consider,  except,  perhaps,  as  an 
incident  in  connection  with  others  to  show  that  the  claimant  has  been 
deiranded  out  of  his  land.  The  relinquishment  runs  to  the  government, 
aud  it  can  not  inquire  as  to  any  consideration  that  may  have  passed 
between  the  parties.  This  is  a  matter  they  must  settle  between  them- 
selves. Bat  notwithstanding  this,  it  is  quite  apparent  that  there  was 
a  consideration  paid  to  Winston  by  Barnard.  The  latter  says  he  paid 
bills  for  hina  amounting  to  $100,  also  his  board  for  the  winter  of  1892-'93, 
amounting  to  $100;  that  he  bought  clothes,  underclothing,  shoes^  and 
tobacco,  and  *^gave  him  a  little  spending  money."  His  testimony  as  to 
the  board  is  corroborated,  in  part  at  least,  by  the  proprietor  of  the  hotel 
vhere  Winston  boarded,  who  swears  thatBamard  paid  him  for  Winston's 
board  at  the  rate  of  $5.00  per  week,  from  November  26, 1892,  to  February 
6, 1893.  Whether  the  amount  he  testified  to  was  an  inadequate  consid- 
eration is  not  for  the  Department  to  determine,  x>erhaps,  but  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  Winston  had  then  outstanding  another  relinquishment, 
from  which  he  apparently  expected  nothing,  as  he  was  anxious  to  give 
another  to  some  person  who  would  give  him  something,  it  would  seem 
as  if  he  were  not  in  a  position  to  be  heard  on  the  plea  of  no  consideration. 

The  only  t-estimony  in  the  record  on  the  plea  of  fraud  or  speculation 
on  the  part  of  Barnard  in  making  the  entry  is,  that  he  executed  a 
relinquishment  of  his  entry  November  2, 1892,  and  agreed  to  sell  the 
improvements  for  $550.00.  When  the  relinquishment  was  presented  at 
the  local  office,  the  Lewis  contest  was  found  to  be  pending,  and,  as 
entry  could  not  be  made,  it  was  subsequently  returned  to  him.  The 
fact  of  the  execution  of  a  relinquishment  or  the  offering  for  sale  of 
improvements  is  not  an  evidence  of  fraudulent  intent  in  making  an 
entry.  (Chatten  v.  Walker,  16  L.  D.,  6.)  The  defendant  since  entry 
has  built  a  frame  house,  fourteen  by  twenty-four  feet,  ceiled  inside, 
shingled  and  partitioned  off  into  two  rooms;  a  bam,  sixteen  by  twenty- 
foar,  shed  roof,  with  stalls  for  eight  horses;  also  another  barn,  covered 
with  straw,  for  four  horses,  and  dug  a  well  fifteen  feet  deep.  In  addi- 
tion, he  had  replowed  about  seventy  acres  of  ground  and  put  it  in 
wheat 

It  may  be  added  that  there  was  no  testimony  ofifered  on  the  charge 
of  Barnard's  disquahfications. 

Your  office  judgment  is,  therefore,  reversed,  and  the  contests  will  be 
dismissed. 
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8T\'^AMP  LAX D  6RAXT— CHARACTER  OF  PROOF. 

State  of  Oregon  bt  al.  i?.  Porter. 

The  classification  of  land  as  swamp  and  overflowed,  that  is  not  at  the  present  time 
of  such  character,  requires  clear  and  convincing  proof  of  its  swampy  condition 
at  the  date  of  the  grant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  OfficCy  February 
(J.  L  H.)  lOy  1896.  (J.  L.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  case  is  the  S W.  ^  of  section  34,  T.  23  S.,  E. 
31  E.,  Boms  land  district,  Oregon.  In  the  year  1873,  and  again  in  1885, 
the  State  of  Oregon  selected  and  claimed  said  tract  under  the  swamp 
land  grant  of  March  12, 1860.  On  December  7, 1889,  Baxter  B.  Porter 
made  homestead  entry  No.  61  of  the  tract.  Between  September  15,  and 
October  13, 1892,  a  hearing  was  had  in  accordance  with  the  circular  of 
December  13, 1886  (5  L.  D.,  279).  Attorneys  for  the  State  of  Oregon 
and  Miller,  and  for  Porter  attended. 

On  March  28, 1893,  the  receiver  found  that  the  tract  was  not  swamp 
and  overflowed  land  rendered  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation,  and  recom- 
mended that  the  State's  claim  be  rejected,  and  that  Porter  be  allowed 
to  perfect  his  homestead  entry.  On  July  20, 1893,  the  register  found 
that  the  tract  was  such  swamp  and  overflowed  land,  and  recommended 
that  it  be  certified  as  such  to  the  State. 

On  July  13, 1894,  your  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  register,  and 
held  Porter's  homestead  entry  for  cancellation.  Porter  has  appealed 
to  this  Department. 

It  is  shown  by  a  clear  and  palpable  preponderance  of  the  testimony— 
indeed  it  is  not  seriously  disputed— that  said  tract  of  land  is  now,  and 
for  more  than  ten  years  has  been,  a  gently  sloping  and  slightly  undu- 
lating meadow,  producing  plentiful  crops  of  valuable  hay  which  have 
been  harvested  every  year;  and  has,  since  July  1888,  furnished  for 
Porter  and  his  family  a  good  living  and  a  comfortable  home. 

To  prove  notwithstanding,  that  the  tract  was  on  March  12, 1860, 
swamp  and  overflowed  land  rendered  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation,  the 
representatives  of  the  State  of  Oregon  introduced  and  examined  nine 
witnesses.  Two  of  them,  Thomas  N.  Lofton  and  O.  S.  Grigsby,  testi- 
fied that  between  the  months  of  June  and  September  1862,  the  whole 
of  Harney  Valley  was  covered  with  water.  It  is  a  historical  fact- 
developed  by  these  same  witnesses  and  many  others  in  contest  cases 
before  this  Department — that  the  year  1862  was  a  season  of  phenome- 
nal waterfall,  amounting  almost  to  a  deluge  over  the  whole  Pacific  slope 
from  the  crest  of  the  Rocky  Mountains  to  the  sea,  and  from  British 
Columbia  to  Mexico.  (DeWitt  v.  State  of  Oregon  et  al.  21  L.  D.  256.). 
The  quarter  section  in  contest  was  probably  covered  with  water  during 
the  whole  summer  of  1862.    One  of  said  witnesses  G.  W.  Anderson, 
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first  knew  the  valley  in  1874;  three  of  them,  J.  S.  Devine,  E.  P.  MeCor- 
mack,  and  J.  C.  G.  Byer,  in  the  year  1876;  another  one,  0.  G.  Frye,  in 
1878;  the  other  two  came  in  later,  in  the  year  1883  or  3884.  The  testi- 
mony of  all  of  them  tends  to  show  that  after  the  year  1874,  Harney 
valley  began  to  fill  up  with  settlers,  and  to  be  cnltiyated  and  improved, 
and  made  more  productive,  and  more  desirable  as  a  place  of  residence, 
from  year  to  year.  All  the  testimony  shows  that  the  valley  including 
the  tract  in  contest  is  overflowed  annually,  from  the  time  the  snow  on 
the  mountain  begins  to  melt  until  about  the  first  of  July;  and  that 
without  such  overflow  the  meadows  would  be  arid  and  valueless. 

The  first  one  Of  seven  witnesses  produced  by  the  entryman,  (M.  S. 
Eiggs,  by  name),  testified  that  in  September  1845,  he  spent  five  days 
in  Harney  valley,  travelling  with  an  immigration  party,  and  hunting 
horses  that  went  astray.  That  he  and  his  i)arty  went  up  the  west  fork 
of  Silvies  river;  and  that  he,  (then  twenty  years  and  eight  months 
old),  while  hunting  the  horses,  traversed  a  considerable  portion  of  the 
valley,  and  the  meadows  now  classed  as  hay -lands.  That  he  travelled 
on  horseback.  That  the  whole  of  Harney  valley  was  then  dry;  as  dry 
ai^  it  had  been  during  any  of  the  years  between  1888  and  1892:  That 
be  saw  no  water  except  in  the  bed  of  Silvies  river:  That  he  encoun- 
tered no  mud  or  miry  places:  That  he  had  no  difficulty  in  riding  any- 
\rbere  on  his  horse,  after  the  other  horses  that  had  strayed  from  the 
caravan.  This  witness  was  not  impeached,  nor  was  any  attempt  made 
to  contradict  his  testimony. 

The  other  six  witnesses  for  the  entryman  concur  in  testifying  that 
since  the  year  1884,  the  tract  of  land  in  contest  has  steadily  improved 
in  productiveness,  and  desirability  as  a  place  of  residence.  One  of 
them,  Wm.  R.  Gradon,  a  civil  engineer,  who  had  run  two  lines  of  levels 
across  the  tract,  proved  that  it  has  a  gradual  slope  or  fall  from  the 
north  line  towards  the  south  and  west,  of  three  feet  six  inches  per  mile. 

This  Department  can  not  infer  that  Harney  valley  was  a  swamp  in 
the  year  1860,  from  the  faet  that  it  was  flooded  in  1862.  A  circum- 
stance very  close  to  the  tract  of  land  in  contest,  verified  as  a  fact  by 
the  records  of  your  office,  will  show  the  impropriety  of  such  an  infer- 
ence. The  exterior  lines  of  township  23  and  24  south  of  range  31  east, 
^ere  surveyed  on  August  25, 1873.  The  approved  map  shows  that  on 
that  day  Silvies  river,  (which  was  the  boundary  of  the  Malheur  Indian 
Reservation),  traversed  township  23  from  northwest  to  southwest, 
and  entered  township  24  near  the  corner  of  sections  1,2,  35  and  36; 
or  to  speak  accurately  according  to  the  survey,  at  a  point  three 
chains  or  one  hundred  and  ninety-eight  feet  west  of  said  corner.  The 
sectional  subdivisions  of  township  24,  were  surveyed  between  October 
l>and  25, 1875.  The  approved  map  shows  that  at  the  latter  date,  Sil- 
vi<i8  river  had  within  two  years  and  two  months,  been  moved  westward 
one  mile,  and  then  entered  township  24,  west  of  the  corner  of  sections 
^.  3, 34  and  35. 
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To  explaiii  this  apparent  phenomenon,  the  surveyor  in  1875,  made  the 
following  field  note: 

I  find  that  in  running  the  section  lines  between  sections  1  and  2,  and  2  and  3, 1 
intersected  what  appeared  to  be  a  channel  of  SUvies  river,  which  when  the  bound- 
ary of  the  reservation  (the  Malheur  Indian)  was  run,  must  have  been  taken  for  the 
main  channel  of  the  river.  This  channel  (meaning  the  channel  surveyed  and  mean- 
dered by  him  in  1875),  appears  to  have  been  formed  since  the  exterior  lines  of  this 
township  were  run,  when  the  deputy  surveyor  made  the  intersection  on  the  north 
boundary  of  section  2,  at  77  chains  (from  the  northwest  comer  of  section  2). 

And  on  further  examination  I  fonnd  what  appeared  to  be  a  drift  above  the  town- 
ship line  in  Silvies  river  which  had  been  formed  since  the  exterior  lines  were  run, 
and  hence  tamed  the  channel  so  as  to  cause  it  (the  river)  to  make  about  one  mile 
westing,  crossing  the  township  line  on  the  north  boundary  of  section  3. 

The  existence  of  the  drift  or  obstractiou  fonnd  by  the  surveyor  in 
1875,  is  corroborated  by  the  witnesses  who  testified  in  1892.  J.  S. 
Devine  (for  swamp  land  claimant)  testified : 

There  is  a  slough  of  Silvies  river  flows  along  the  eastern  boundary  of  section 
3i,  .  .  .  .  about  half  a  mile  from  the  eastern  boundary  of  this  claim,  I  think. 
(Questions,  nineteen  direct  and  eight  cross  ex.). 

Oharles  Nelson  (for  entryman)  in  answer  to  direct  question  seven- 
teen testified  as  follows: 

Id  the  fall  of  1885  or  1886,  I  and  Tom  McCormack  went  down  along  the  river,  and 
found  a  dam  in  the  river  where  used  to  be  the  old  river.  In  the  SE.  i  section  34  was 
a  dam  which  prevented  the  water  going  down  the  river.  It  was  timber,  brush, 
logs  and  old  hay ;  which  I  believe  the  dam  had  been  there  a  good  many  yeard.  The 
river  was  about  all  growed  together  above,  so  you  could  hardly  see  a  sign  of  the 
river,  which  was  filled  up  with  old  trash,  dead  cattle,  which  jammed  up  the  said 
dams.  Bones  settled  down  to  the  bottom  of  the  river,  and  mud  washed  and  settled 
down  amongst  them  bones  which  make  good  rich  soil.  Tule  begin  to  grow  and  fill 
the  river  up  entirely,  pretty  near.  The  river  has  been  filled  up  for  a  mile  and  a  half 
by  the  cause  of  dams ;  and  said  old  dead  cattle,  make  the  tule  grow  in  the  bottom 
of  the  river;  which  the  water  hardly  have  any  outlet  where  it  used  to  have.  In 
the  spring  when  the  melting  snow  comes  down,  there  is  no  outlet  for  it  in  the  chan- 
nel of  the  old  river ;  it  is  bound  to  flow  over  the  bank  and  in  the  direction  to  said 
land,  or  the  way  the  country  leans. 

W.  K.  Gibson  (another  witness  for  the  entryman)  in  answer  to  ques- 
tion nineteen,  testifies  as  follows: 

As  I  stated  before  I  never  saw  this  dam  (meaning  a  particular  dam) ;  bat  there 
has  been  an  obstruction  in  the  river  there,  that  has  caused  the  channel  to  fill  up, 
and  grow  over  with  tule ;  till  a  man  can  drive  right  across  the  river  there  today, 
with  a  wagon  and  team  and  not  know  that  there  is  any  river  there. 

No  attempt  was  made  to  impeach  or  contradict  either  of  said 
witnesses. 

It  does  not  apx)ear  certainly,  whether  the  drift  or  obstruction  discov- 
ered by  the  surveyor  in  1875,  was  natural  and  accidental,  or  artificial 
and  intentional.  In  either  case  the  effect  would  be  to  swamp  soiue  of 
the  meadows,  and  to  fill  up  and  obliterate  the  old  channel  of  the  river. 

It  would  not  be  safe  to  infer  the  condition  of  the  SW.  i  of  section  34, 
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in  the  year  1873,  from,  its  actual  condition  in  1875  and  afterwards.  One 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  meadow  lands  would  probably  be  in  some 
way  affected  by  the  removal  bodily  of  a  whole  river  from  the  neighbor- 
hood of  a  mile  and  a  half,  to  the  neiarness  of  half  a  mile.  So  also,  this 
Department  cannot  infer  that  Harney  valley  was  a  swamp  in  1860, 
be<»use  it  was  flooded  in  1862;  esi)ecially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it 
was  very  dry  in  the  year  1845. 

When  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  thirty  years, — after  the  death  of 
a  generation  of  men — ^persons  claiming  to  be  assignees  of  the  State  of 
Oregon,  go  ont  to  search  for  lands  which  were  swamp  and  overflowed 
in  1860,  they  mast  expect  to  And  the  burden  of  proof  aggravated,  but 
not  shifted :  Especially  if  the  lands  they  may  select,  be  now  not  swamps, 
but  the  productive  farms  and  healthy  homes  of  industrious  citizens. 

The  State  of  Oregon  and  Henry  MiUer  have  failed  to  prove  that  the 
SW.  ^  of  section  34  now  in  contest,  was  on  March  12, 1860,  swamp  and 
overflowed  land  made  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation.  Your  office  decision 
is  hereby  reversed.  The  State's  claim  will  be  rejected;  and  Porter's 
homestead  entry  will  be  held  intact. 


jnUSDICTIOX  OF  THE  COMMTSSIOXEK- APPLICATIONS  TO  CONTEST. 

Meyers  v.  Massey. 

It  is  properly  within  the  jnrisdiotion  of  the  ComznisBioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
to  review  and  revoke  a  decision  of  his  office  that  is  not  final  on  the  merits,  and 
from  which  no  appeal  will  lie. 

The  aUowance  of  an  application  to  contest  a  final  entry  is  a  matter  resting  in  the 
Bonnd  discretion  of  the  Commissioner,  and  the  denial  thereof  will  not  be  dis- 
tnrbed  nnless  an  abuse  of  snch  discretion  is  made  to  appear. 

It  is  properly  within  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  to  deny  a  hearing  on  an 
affidavit  of  contest  corroborated  by  a  witness  who  has  been  convicted  of  perjury 
in  making  said  corroboratory  affidavit. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  February 

10,  1896.  (C.  W.  P.) 

It  apx>ear8  by  the  record  that  on  Febraary  23, 1891,  the  defendant, 
George  N.  Massey,  made  homestead  entry,  No.  424,  of  the  NW.  ^  of 
section  34,  T.  12  N.,  E.  3  W.,  Oklahoma  land  district,  Oklahoma  Ter- 
ritory, and  on  August  6, 1893,  commuted  said  entry  to  cash  entry  No. 
615;  that  on  May  26, 1891,  the  plaintiff,  John  A.  Meyers,  applied  to 
enter  said  land,  and  his  application  being  rejected  for  conflict  on  June 
6, 1891,  he  appealed  alleging  in  his  appeal  the  disqualification  of  Mas- 
sey; that  on  December  7, 1892,  Meyers  filed  a  second  affidavit  of  con- 
test, alleging  the  disqualification  of  Massey  by  reason  of  premature 
entry  into  the  Territory;  that  his  entry  and  final  proof  were  made  for 
speculative  purposes,  and  not  in  good  faith  to  secure  a  homestead,  and 
that  he  (Meyers)  had  settled  upon  the  land  on  May  10, 1889,  and  had 
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since  resided  npon  and  claimed  the  tract  as  his  homestead;  that  in  said 
affidavit  the  charge  of  premature  entry  ^ras  made  npon  information  and 
belief,  and  the  other  charges  as  within  the  knowledge  of  the  contestant; 
and  that  the  corroboratiug  witness  to  said  affidavit  of  contest  was 
James  £.  Bose,  who  swore  that  ^^  he  knows  of  his  own  personal  knowl- 
edge" that  the  allegation  of  premature  entry  is  true,  and  as  to  the 
other  charges  that  they  ^<  are  true  as  he  is  informed  and  believes;  *'  that 
on  December  29, 1892,  Eose  filed  an  affidavit  asking  that  his  corrob- 
orating affidavit  be  modified,  as  the  facts  intended  to  have  been  sworn 
to  by  him  were  all  upon  information  and  belief,  and  it  was  th^reapon 
held  by  your  office  that  the  affidavit  filed  June  6, 1891,  was  insufficient, 
being  uncorroborated;  and  as  to  the  second  affidavit,  filed  December 
7, 1893,  it  was  held,  that  the  allegation  that  Massey's  entry  was  made 
for  speculative  purposes  is  too  general  to  serve  as  the  basis  for  an 
investigation,  and  that  his  allegation  of  prior  settlement  came  too  late 
on  May  26, 1891,  to  affect  the  entry  of  Massey,  who  had  a  preference 
right  of  entry  under  his  contest  against  the  prior  entry  of  WiUiam  J. 
McClure,  made  April  30, 1889,  and  canceled  by  relinquishment  on  Feb- 
ruary 18, 1891,  when  Massey's  homestead  entry,  !N"o.  424,  was  made; 
and,  besides,  Massey's  entry  was  more  than  three  months  old,  when 
Meyers  made  such  application,  and  hence  the  latter  was  barred,  under 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  (21  Stat.,  140);  and  hence 
all  Meyers'  allegations  in  regard  to  his  personal  qualifications  for 
making  a  homstead  entry  were  immaterial;  that  the  only  material 
averment,  therefore,  is  the  one  charging  that  Massey  was  disqualified 
from  making  an  entry,  because  he  had  entered  the  Territory  during  the 
prohibited  period,  and  that  one  is  sworn  to  upon  information  and 
belief,  and  corroborated  upon  information  and  belief,  and,  consequently 
does  not  constitute  a  sufficient  cause  of  action ;  that  Meyers  filed  a  motion 
for  review  of  your  office  decision  of  April  7, 1894,  and  filed  the  affidavits 
of  George  H.  Lacy  and  Charley  J.  Blanchard  to  the  effect  that  Massey 
had  been  within  the  Territory  during  the  prohibited  period;  that  on 
June  20, 1894,  Lacy's  affidavit  was  filed  in  your  office,  asking  that  his 
corroborating  affidavit  be  withdrawn,  alleging  as  a  reason,  therefor, 
that  he  was  mistaken  as  to  the  identity  of  the  person ;  that  your  office 
on  August  6, 1894,  held  that  Meyers'  application  to  contest,  as  amended 
by  Blauchard's  affidavit  should  be  allowed,  but  held  in  abeyance  until  the 
decision  of  Graham's  appeal  then  pending ;  that  on  August  10, 1894,  Mas- 
sey filed  a  motion  for  review  of  said  decision,  and  on  October  12, 1894, 
the  motion  was  denied.  On  January  18, 1895,  the  attorney  for  Massey 
filed  in  your  office  a  petition,  askmg  that  your  office  exercise  its  super- 
visory power,  and  set  aside  the  decisions  of  August  6, 1894,  and  October 
12,  1894,  for  the  reason  that  after  said  dates,  the  said  John  A.  Meyers 
and  Qharley  J.  Blanchard  had  been  indicted,  convicted,  and  sentenced 
to  five  years  in  the  penitentiary,  for  perjury  committed  in  the  matter 
of  making  and  corroborating  said  contest  affidavit.    To  said  petition 
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were  attached  certified  copies  of  indictmeuts  and  judgments.  No 
action  was  taken  thereon,  farther  than  to  suspend  action  on  Meyers' 
application  to  contest,  until  that  of  Oraham  was  finally  disposed  ot 
On  Augusts,  1895,  the  Department  affirmed  the  decision  of  your  office, 
dated  March  3, 1894,  denying  Oraham's  application.  On  February  4, 
18i)3,  Meyers  filed  an  answer  to  the  petition  of  Massey  to  set  aside  your 
office  decision  of  August  6,  1894,  and  October  12, 1894,  accompanied 
by  his  own  affidavit  and  an  affidavit  of  J.  L.  Brown,  attorney  at  law. 
On  August  23, 1895,  your  office  rendered  a  decision  on  Massey's  motion 
for  a  review  which  is  as  follows: 

By  letter ''  H  ",  of  April  7, 1894,  it  was  determiDed  that,  of  all  the  charges  made  by 
Meyers,  that  of  prematnre  entry  on  the  part  of  Massey,  was  the  only  material  aver- 
inent,  and  the  one  on  which  hearing  conid  be  ordered. 

By  letter  "H",  of  Angnst  6, 1894,  it  was  determined  that  snch  a  showing  had  been 
made  as  would  warrant  the  ordering  of  a  hearing  on  the  said  charge  of  prematnre 
eotry.  The  said  decision  was  adhered  to  by  letter  '^H",  of  October  12,  1894,  and 
▼bile  under  the  conditions  then  existing,  the  showing  made  was  thought  sufficient, 
conditions  have  since  arisen  which  would  warrant  the  vacation  of  said  decision  by 
this  office,  on  its  own  motion. 

Since  the  dates  last  named,  Meyers,  the  contestant,  and  Blanchard,  his  corrob- 
orating witness,  have  been  tried,  convicted,  and  sentenced,  for  the  making  and 
corroborating  of  said  contest  affidavit.  It  may  be,  as  alleged  by  counsel  for  Meyers, 
that  the  said  parties  were  not  given  a  fair  and  impartial  trial,  but  as  to  the  admin- 
istration of  a  court  of  justice,  it  is  not  for  this  office  to  question  the  regularity 
thereof. 

The  plaintiff's  allegations  are  verified  and  the  verification  is  corroborated  for  the 
purpose  of  satisfying  this  office,  or  the  local  officers,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  the  good 
faith  of  the  contestant.  Where,  as  in  this  case,  both  the  plaintitf  and  the  corrobo- 
rating witness  have  been  convicted  of  perjury  in  swearing  to  the  affidavit  of  contest, 
it  is  clearly  within  the  discretion  of  the  officers  to  whom  the  application  for  a  hear- 
ing is  addressed,  to  refuse  to  grant  it.  For  while  their  conviction  does  not  disqualify 
them,  aa  witnesses,  nor  establish  the  truth  of  the  charge,  yet  it  is  competent  evidence 
in  this  case  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  their  reputations  for  truth  and  veracity, 
uid  when  considered  for  this  purpose,  and  in  connection  with  the  fact  that  the  Hon. 
Secretary  has  heretofore  discredited  Blanchard  (See  13  L.  D.,  69),  it  is  insufficient  to 
latisfy  this,  office  of  the  probability  of  the  contestants's  being  able  to  sustain  his 
chfti^es,  and  especially  is  this  true  in  view  of  the  fact  that  this  entry  has  been  sev- 
eral times  contested  on  the  same  charges  made  by  the  plaintiff  herein,  which  contests 
ha?e  been  withdrawn  by  the  contestants. 

Meyers'  application  to  contest  is,  therefore,  dismissed,  subject  to  his  right  of 
appeal. 

Meyers  has  appealed  to  the  Department. 
The  groands  of  appeal  are  as  follows: — 

1.  The  Honorable  Commissioner  having  ordered  a  hearing  in  the  above  matter,  and 
the  defendant,  Massey,  having  filed  his  motion  for  review,  and  the  same  having  been 
^eoierl,  and  th^.  order  for  a  hearing  having  been  left  in  force,  it  was  not  competent 
for  the  Honorable  Commissioner  thereafter  to  entertain  or  allow  a  further  action 
thereon,  by  what  is  called  a  petition,  or  otherwise.  Under  the  Rules  of  Practice  the 
motion  for  review  ended  the  matter,  subject  only  to  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  Hon- 
orable Secretary  of  the  Interior;  and  it  was  error  for  the  Commissioner  to  hold 
(Otherwise. 

2.  The  Honorable  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  erred  in  refusing  to 
order  hearing  for  the  reason  that  there  had  been  a  conviction  of  contestant  Meyers 
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and  Blanchard,  when  such  conviction  wii8  not  had  in  a  court  of  final  resorty  and,  in 
not  awaiting  the  resalts  of  appeals  in  said  cases,  becaose  if  reversed  on  appeal,  then 
the  order  for  a  hearing  shoald  stand,  and  if  a  hearing  be  denied  and  a  patent  be 
issued  to  Massey  for  the  land,  and  then  the  Judgment  of  conviction  be  reversed,  con- 
testant's rights  would  all  be  lost. 

3.  The  Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  a  conviction  for  peijory  in 
a  court  of  record  is  ground  for  revising  a  hearing  in  a  land  contest  case,  pending  in 
the  land  department. 

4.  The  Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  Meyers  had  been  convicted 
of  perjury  of  swearing  that  Massey  was  a  "sooner'',  when  such  is  not  the  judgment 
of  record.  The  record  shows  that  the  United  States  side  of  the  territorial  court 
convicted  Meyers  for  perjury,  in  swearing  that  he  (Meyers),  was  a  prior  settler  on 
the  land,  the  very  thing  the  land  department  had  held,  and  still  holds  to  be  wholly 
immaterial,  and  on  which  no  conviction  for  x>erjury  could  legally  be  had,  and  in  this 
the  Honorable  Commissioner  erred. 

The  first  groand  takeu  is  that  your  office  had  not  the  right  to  recon- 
sider and  reverse  your  office  decisions  of  August  6, 1894,  and  October 
12, 1894.  But  it  is  clear,  that  these  decisions  not  being  final  on  the 
merits,  but  upon  a  question  within  your  discretion  and  without  appeal, 
you  had  the  right  to  revoke  them  and  refuse  a  hearing.  (Jones  v. 
Campbell,  7  L.  D.,  404;  Eavezza  v.  Binum,  10  L.  D.,  694.) 

The  question  is  then  upon  your  refusal  to  order  a  hearing  on  Meyers' 
affidavit  of  contest,  filed  December  7, 1893. 

Under  rule  3,  of  practice,  the  granting  of  an  application  to  contest  a 
final  entry  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  tbe 
General  Land  Office,  subject  to  appeal  to  the  Department,  in  cases 
where  it  is  denied,  and  his  judgment  will  not  be  interfered  with,  unless 
an  abuse  of  discretion  is  made  to  appear.  (Gray  v.  Whitehouse,  15 
L.  D.,  352 ;  Johnson  v.  McKeurley,  16  L.  D.,  152). 

I  have  examined  the  record  in  the  case  of  United  States  against 
John  A,  Meyers  and  United  States  against  Charley  J.  Blanchard, 
which  are  annexed  to  Massey's  petition;  and,  while  it  appears  that  the 
indictment  against  Meyers  is  founded  upon  the  allegations  contained 
in  his  contest  affidavit,  which  were  denied  by  the  decision  of  your 
office,  the  indictment  against  Blanchard  charges  him  with  perjury  in 
swearing  to  Meyers'  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  that  Massey  had 
entered  upon  and  occupied  lands  in  Oklahoma  Territory  on  the  22d 
day  of  April,  1889,  prior  to  12  o'clock,  noon,  in  violation  of  law.  It  was 
upon  this  corroborating  affidavit  of  Blanchard,  that  your  office  ordered 
a  hearing.  It  now  appears  that  the  corroborating  witness  has  beeu 
convicted  of  perjury  in  making  this  very  affidavit.  The  affidavit  of  con- 
test is  in  the  nature  of  an  information,  and  the  requirement  (rule  of 
practice  No.  3),  that  it  shall  be  corroborated  by  one  or  more  witnesses 
is  not  a  mere  idle  ceremony;  but  its  purpose  is  to  guard  against  con- 
tests, initiated  by  irresponsible  persons  in  bad  faith.  In  the  case  of 
Patterson  v.  Massey  (16  L.  D.,  391),  it  is  held  that  if  the  charges  in  au 
affidavit  of  contest  are  based  upon  information  and  belief  they  must  be 
corroborated  by  one  or  more  witnesses  whose  statements  must  rest  nx>ou 
facts  within  their  knowledge. 
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In  the  case  at  bar  the  corroborating  witness  has  sworn  that  the  facts 
npon  which  the  afiBdavit  of  contest  is  based  are  within  the  actual  knowl- 
edge of  the  affiant,  and  he  has  been  convicted  of  perjury  in  making 
the  affidavit.  Oan  it  be  said  that  it  was  an  abuse  of  your  discretion  to 
reject  the  affidavit  of  contest  under  such  circumstances  f 

It  is  alleged  that  neither  Meyers  nor  Blanchard  had  a  fair  and  impar- 
tial trial  in  the  district  court  of  the  Territorj%  and  it  is  urged  that 
these  convictions  not  being  by  a  court  of  linal  resort,  your  office  erred 
in  not  awaiting  the  result  of  appeals  in  the  cases.  But  it  is  not  alleged 
that  appeals  have  been  taken  or  were  intended  to  be  taken  to  the 
supreme  court  of  the  Territory,  and  the  judgments  of  the  district  court 
were  final  judgments  until  reversed  on  appeal. 

For  these  reasons  I  can  not  think  that  it  was  an  abuse  of  your  dis- 
cretion to  refuse  a  hearing  on  Meyers'  affidavit  of  contest. 

The  judgment  of  your  office  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


HOMBSTEAB  ENTRY— RELINQUISHMENT— TRAN8FEREB. 

Gartland  V.  Marsh  et  al. 

The  right  of  one  claiming  ander  a  mortgage  and  porohase  of  a  tract  for  which  final 
certificate  has  been  issned,  but  is  thereafter  canceled,  can  not  be  recognized  as 
against  a  subsequent  entry,  made  on  the  relinquishment  of  the  prior  claim,  if  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  intervening  entryman  was  a  party  to,  or  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  alleged  fraud  upon  said  incumbmncer. 

Secretury  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  1.  H.)  10, 1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  controversy  is  the  W.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and 
the  N.  i  of  the  NW.  J,  Sec.  28,  Tp.  139,  E.  58,  Fargo,  North  Dakota, 
land  district. 

The  early  history  of  this  tract,  and  the  connection  of  the  several 
parties  therewith,  is  set  forth  at  length  in  16  L.  D.,  140.  It  is  not 
deemed  necessary  to  repeat  it  here  any  farther  than  to  say  that  O.  L. 
Hosenkrans  claimed  the  right  to  the  land  by  reason  of  having  a  mort- 
gage thereon  given  by  L.  D.  Marsh,  and  having  also  purchased  his 
right  thereto.  Marsh  never  made  final  entry  of  the  same,  but  subse- 
qaently  to  the  transactions  with  Eosenkrans,  and  when  the  records  of 
the  local  office  showed  the  land  to  be  subject  to  entry.  Marsh  relin- 
quished whatever  rights  he  had,  and  Peter  J.  Gartland  thereupon  made 
homestead  entry.  Subsequently  the  Marsh  entry  was  reinstated,  and 
a^  a  result  of  that  proceeding  the  matter  came  to  the  Department, 
where  it  was  determined  that  a  hearing  was  necessary.  This  is  the 
language  nsed  by  my  predecessor  in  defining  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
and  the  purpose  for  which  the  hearing  was  ordered  : 

While  the  rights  of  a  bona  fide  parohaser  or  iDcnmbraDcer  after  certification  may 
be  protected,  notwithstanding  a  subsequent  relinquiahment  by  the  entryman,  yet,  if 
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sn  entry  i«  relinqnished  prior  to  the  issuance  of  final  certificate  and  a  bona  fide  entry 
of  the  land  is  snhseqnently  made  hy  another,  the  claim  of  snch  incambrancer  will 
not  be  protected  a«  against  the  rights  of  the  subsequent  bona  fide  entryman. 

In  this  case  a  hearing  should  be  ordered  to  determine  whetlier  Gartland  was  a 
party  to  the  alleged  fhiud  upon  Rosenkrans,  or  whether  his  entry  was  bona  fide  aud 
without  knowledge  of  said  alleged  fraudulent  conduct.  If  the  former,  the  entry  of 
Gartland  will  remain  canceled  and  Rosenkrans  will  be  allowed  to  perfect  the  entry 
of  Marsh  upon  the  pioof  submitted,  if  such  proof  authorizes  the  issuance  of  final 
certificate,  or  to  submit  proof  showing  that  Marsh  had  complied  with  the  law  and 
was  entitled  to  final  certificate.  If  it  be  shown  at  the  hearing  that  Gartland  was 
not  a  party  to  the  alleged  fraud,  but  made  his  entry  bona  fide,  it  should  be  reinstated 
and  the  entry  of  Marsh  canceled. 

The  hearing  was  had  before  the  local  officers,  and  they  decided  that 
Gartland's  ^^  legal  right  to  the  tract  is  clear  and  uneqaivocal."  On 
appeal,  your  office,  by  letter  of  July  26, 1894,  reversed  their  action, 
whereupon  Gartland  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assigning  errors  both  of 
law  and  fact. 

Your  office  finds  that  <<  Gartland  did  not  know  that  Marsh  had 
defrauded  Bosenkrans,  and  he  certainly  did  not  enter  into  a  conspiracy 
or  agi-eement  with  Marsh  for  that  purpose.''  Again,  it  is  said  in  your 
office  letter:  <' My  conclusion  is  that  Gartland  did  not  conspire  with 
Marsh  to  defraud  Bosenkrans."  On  this  finding  of  fact  your  office  con- 
curs with  the  local  officers,  and  from  an  examination  of  the  testimony 
I  am  satisfied  that  this  is  correct. 

This  finding  of  fact,  it  seems  to  me,  was  sufficient  of  itself  to  call  for 
aj'udgment  in  favor  of  Gartland.  The  hearing  was  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  '*  whether  Gartland  was  a  party  to  the  alleged  fraud  upon 
Bosenkrans,  or  whether  his  entry  was  bona  fide  and  without  knowledge 
of  said  alleged  fraudulent  conduct,"  and  the  evidence  conclusively 
shows  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  and  was  without  knowledge  of  it,  as 
found  by  your  office. 

It  is  said  by  your  office  letter  that  Gartland  "could  very  easily  have 
learned  of  Marsh's  fraudulent  conduct  by  an  examination  of  the  land 
records  of  the  county."  It  is  not  apparent  how  he  could  have  learned 
of  any  "  fraudulent  conduct"  by  this  method,  as  it  is  not  disclosed  by  the 
record.  The  most  he  could  have  ascertained  was  that  there  were  mort- 
gages on  record.  But  under  the  circumstances  as  disclosed  by  the  rec- 
ords in  the  local  office,  he  was  not  bound  in  any  way  to  take  any  notice 
of  these,  because  in  1886  Marsh's  final  proof  had  been  rejected,  and 
the  case  closed.  Marsh  was  then,  and  subsequently,  a  resident  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  land,  aud  had  been  for  a  number  of  years  before,  had 
been  recorder  of  deeds  of  the  county,  and  the  record  showed  that  he 
had  received  notice  of  the  rejection  of  his  proof.  Under  these  con- 
ditions, the  entryman  was  not  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  county 
records  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  ^< fraudulent  conduct,"  or  other- 
wise. 

Tour  office  judgment  is  therefore  reversed,  the  entry  of  Marsh  will 
be  canceled,  and  that  of  Gartland  reinstated. 
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TOWNSITE— ENTRT— DATE   OE  FINAL   CERTmCATK. 

Boss  V.  Hetrick. 

The  irregular  aUowance  of  a  townsite  entry  prior  to  the  sabmission  of  the  final 
proof  therefor  does  not  make  the  entry  for  that  reason  void,  bnt  voidable  only, 
and  the  defect  being  subsequently  cared  the  entry  must  bear  the  date  of  the 
origmal  action.  , 

Secretaty  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  iO,  1896.  (E.  E.  W.) 

On  the  3d  of  October,  1893,  H.  G.  Hetrick  applied  for  deed  to  lot  19, 
of  block  41,  in  Alva,  Oklahoma,  alleging  settlement,  improvement  and 
possession;  and  on  the  12th  of  January,  1894,  A.  J.  Ross  filed  an  affi- 
davit of  contest,  denying  the  allegations  contained  in  Hetrick's  appli- 
cation, and  alleging  improvement  and  occupancy  of  the  lot  himself. 

At  the  hearing  Hetrick  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  on  the  ground 
that  the  trustees  were  without  jurisdiction.  The  trustees  overruled 
this  motion,  and  heard  testimony  as  to  Hetrick's  occupancy,  but  refused 
to  hear  testimony  as  to  Ross'  occupancy,  and  on  the  5th  of  February, 
1894,  dismissed  the  contest  and  awarded  the  lot  to  Hetrick.  Ross 
appealed,  and  on  the  15th  of  June,  1894,  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office  reversed  the  decision  of  the  trustees,  holding  that  Het- 
rick was  not  an  occupant  of  the  lot  at  the  date  of  the  townsite  entry, 
and,  therefore,  not  entitled  to  deed;  and  directing  the  trustees  to  allow 
Kos8  to  submit  evidence  of  occupancy  at  the  date  of  the  townsite  entry. 
Hetrick  then  appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  testimony  submitted  by  Hetrick  shows  that  he  took  x)ossession 
of  the  lot  about  1:50  p.m.,  September  16, 1893,  and  camped  on  it  nine 
or  ten  days.  During  this  time  he  built  a  *<sort"  of  fence  across  the 
front  end  of  the  lot,  and  dug  a  hole  about  three  feet  in  diameter  and 
eighteen  inches  deep,  which  he  says  was  the  beginning  of  a  well. 
After  filing  his  application  for  deed  on  the  3d  of  October^  he  returned 
to  his  home  in  Kansas,  and  had  not  further  occupied  or  improved  the 
lot  at  the  date  of  the  hearing. 

In  his  affidavit  of  contest  Ross  does  not  specify  the  date  of  his 
improvement,  but  in  an  affidavit  of  continuance  filed  on  the  3d  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1894,  he  swears  that  his  witnesses,  Goodwin  and  Zimmerman, 
if  present,  would  swear  that  the  date  was  the  12th  of  January,  1894. 

The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  also  found  from  the 
records  of  his  office  that  the  trustees  applied  to  enter  the  townsite  of 
Alva  on  the  26th  of  October,  1893,  and  received  final  certificate  as  of 
that  date.  But  final  proof  was  not  made  until  the  18th  of  December, 
1893,  and  the  Gommissioner  decides  that — 

IiiMiniieh  as  the  cash  entry  shoald  not  hare  been  allowed  till  after  final  proof  had 
b€eo  dnly  made,  the  date  of  said  final  certificate  was  error,  and  the  correct  date  of 
e&try  of  the  townsite  of  Alva,  O.  T.,  is  held  to  be  December  18, 1893,  the  date  of  snb- 
niission  of  final  proof. 
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This  part  of  the  Commissioner's  decision  is  erroneous.  The  entry 
may  have  been  irregularly  allowed  by  the  register  and  receiver  on  the 
2Cth  of  October,  but  the  entry  was  not  for  that  reason  void,  but  at 
most  only  voidable,  and  as  the  defect  was  afterwards  cured,  the  date 
of  actual  entry,  October  26, 1893,  is  the  correct  date,  notwithstanding 
the  irregularity,  and  the  Commissioner's  decision  on  that  point  is 
modified  to  conform  to  this  view. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  that  Hetrick  was  not  an  occupant 
of  the  lot  at  the  date  of  the  townsite  entry,  and  therefore  not  entitled 
to  deed,  and  that  Boss  should  be  allowed  to  submit  testimony  as  to  his 
occupancy  at  the  date  of  the  townsite  entry,  is  affirmed. 


TIMBER-CULTURE  ENTRY-EQUITABLE  ACOOK. 

William  H.  Bussell. 

A  timber-oalture  entry  of  a  fractional  sab-dmvion  that  embraces  lera  than  forty 
acres,  under  which  the  area  plauted  to  trees  is  less  than  two  and  one  half  acres, 
may  be  eqaitably  confirmed,  where  it  appears  that  the  entryman  foHowed  the 
construction  of  the  law  annonnced  in  the  general  circular  of  the  Department  in 
force  at  the  time  of  planting,  and  shows  on  final  proof  a  greater  number  of  grow- 
ing trees  than  is  required  on  the  statutory  acreage. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  n.)  11,  1806.  (W.  A.  E.) 

William  H.  Bussell  made  timber  cultare  entry  on  May  5, 1882,  at 
the  Wichita  (now  Dodge  City),  Kansas,  land  office,  for  lot  3  of  Sec  14, 
T.  26  S.,  R.  1  W.,  containing  23.70  acres. 

Febraary  23",  1894,  he  offered  final  proof,  which  was  rejected  by  the 
local  officers  for  the  reason  that  the  proof  showed  the  cultivation  of 
but  one  and  one-half  acres. 

On  appeal,  your  office,  by  letter  of  August  10, 1894,  affirmed  the 
action  of  the  register  and  receiver,  whereupon  Bussell  prosecuted  a 
further  appeal  to  the  Department. 

The  final  proof  shows  that  the  entryman  has  planteil  and  cultivated 
each  year  since  date  of  entry  one  and  one-half  acres  of  the  tract  to 
trees;  that  he  has  taken  all  necessary  precautions  to  insure  the  growth 
of  the  trees;  that  at  the  date  of  offering  final  proof  there  were  on  the 
laud  about  4,000  trees — an  average  of  2,500  to  the  acre;  that  these 
trees,  which  consist  of  cottonwood,  box  elder,  and  walnut,  were  in  a 
healthy,  growing  condition  and  averaged  about  four  inches  in  diameter 
and  fifteen  feet  in  height. 

Frank  M.  Dofflemyer,  one  of  the  final  proof  witnesses,  who  lives  on 
adjoining  land  and  sees  the  tree  tract  nearly  every  day,  says,  in  speak- 
ing of  the  claimant:  <'He  has  done  the  work  well  and  has  a  fine 
grove  fulfilling  the  requirements  of  the  law  to  the  letter.'' 

James  M.  Nicholson,  another  witness,  says:  <^ Trees  look  well  and 
make  a  handsome  grove." 
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The  only  possible  point  of  technical  non-compliance  with  law  that 
could  be  raised  ou  this  showing  is  in  regard  to  the  area  planted  to  trees. 
TLe  timber  cultnre  act  of  June  14, 1878  (20  Stat.,  113),  provides  that 
trees  mast  be  planted  and  kept  in  a  proper  state  of  caltivation  on 
"two  and  one-half  acres  on  any  legal  subdivision  of  forty  acres  or  less.'^ 

It  is  shown,  however,  that  the  entryman  supposed  he  was  complying 
strictly  with  the  law  when  he  planted  only  one  and  one-half  acres  of 
the  present  tract  to  trees*  On  page  30  of  the  general  circular  of  March 
1, 1884,  also  page  144  of  the  general  circular  of  February  6, 1892,  sec- 
tion 12,  it  is  said:  ^<Ten  acres  are  thus  to  be  plowed,  planted,  and  cul« 
tivated  on  a  quarter  section,  and  the  same  proportion  when  less  than  a 
quarter  section  is  entered.''  Nowhere  in  the  circular  is  it  stated  that 
two  and  one-half  acres  must  be  planted  and  cultivated  where  less  than 
forty  acres  are  entered.  That  provision  of  the  statute  was  evidently 
overlooked  in  the  preparation  of  the  circular  referred  to.  Ten  acres 
are  one-sixteenth  of  a  quarter  section.  This  proportion  holds  good  by 
the  terms  of  the  statute  on  an  eighty  acre  tract  and  a  forty  acre  tract. 
The  present  entry  covers  a  little  less  than  twenty-four  acres.  One- 
sixteenth  of  twenty-four  is  one  and  one-half.  In  planting  and  culti- 
vating to  trees  one  and  one-half  acres,  therefore,  Russell  was  following 
strictly  the  instructions  of  the  general  circular  and  honestly  believed 
that  he  was  obeying  the  law. 

Again,  in  the  case  of  Male  v.  Heirs  of  Qaackenbush,  9  L.  D.,  567,  it 
was  held  that "  a  slight  deficiency  in  the  acreage  planted  will  not  justify 
cancellatioa  where  a  greater  number  of  trees  are  growing  on  the  land 
thau  is  required  on  the  statutory  ten  acres  at  date  of  final  proof."  The 
timber  cultare  law  required  the  claimant  to  show  675  living  and  thrifty 
trees  to  the  acre  at  the  time  of  offering  final  proof.  Had  Bussell 
planted  two  and  one-half  acres  to  trees  as  required  by  the  statute,  he 
would  have  had  to  show  on  final  proof  only  two  and  one-half  times  675, 
or  less  than  2,000  trees.  As  it  is,  he  has  shown  nearly  4,000  healthy 
trees,  twice  as  many  as  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  have.  The  fact 
that  these  trees  are  not  scattered  over  quite  as  wide  an  area  as  they 
should  be,  ought  not,  in  all  good  conscience,  to  be  allowed  to  deprive 
him  of  the  fruit  of  years  of  honest  labor. 

This  seems  to  be  pre-eminently  a  case  for  reference  to  the  board  of 
equitable  adjudication.  There  has  been  a  substantial  compliance  in 
good  faith  with  the  law  and  there  are  no  adverse  claims. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  entry  will  be 
submitted  to  the  board. 
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SWAMP  LAND— AGRICXTLTURAIi  CLiAIMAJtXT-OIBCXJJjAB,  OF  DECBMBEB 

18,  1886. 

Williams  «.  State  of  Iowa. 

The  oircalar  of  December  13, 1886,  requiring  the  State,  after  due  notice,  to  present  its 
objections  to  the  allowance  of  entries  of  lands  theretofore  selected,  is  not  appli* 
cable  to  a  case  wherein  a  hearing  to  determine  the  character  of  the  land  was 
ordered  prior  to  the  issuance  of  said  circular,  and  such  hearing  has  not  been  held 
in  pursuance  of  said  order. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  CommisHon^  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  llj  1896.  (W.  F.  MO 

On  December  15, 1893,  Henry  M.  Williams  made  homestead  entry  of 
the  W.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  section  26,  township  96  K,  range  36  W.,  in 
the  land  district  of  Des  Moines,  Iowa. 

By  your  office  letter  ("K")  of  August  13, 1894,  the  entry  of  Williams 
was  relieved  from  suspension  on  account  of  conflict  with  the  State's 
claim  under  the  swamp  land  grant,  and  the  register  and  receiver  were 
directed  to  so  advise  him.  This  action  was  taken  in  pursuance  of  circa- 
lar  of  December  13, 1886  (5  L.  D.,  279),  under  which  the  State  of  Iowa 
had  received  the  required  notice,  and  to  which  no  objection  appeared  to 
have  been  made  by  the  State.  On  the  same  day,  and  by  the  same 
letter,  the  claim  of  the  State,  which  had  on  September  21, 1882,  selected 
the  lands  in  controversy  as  swamp,  was  rejected. 

On  September  25, 1894,  O.  T.  Archer  filed  in  the  local  office  a  peti- 
tion, alleging  that  he  bought  the  land  of  Clay  county,  and  has  been  in 
the  possession  of  the  same  for  over  ten  years;  that  the  entry  of  Wil- 
liams is  illegal  and  contrary  to  law;  that  he  has  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed  for  the  same  fh)m  the  county  of  Olay ;  that  he  at  no  time  had  any 
notice  or  information  served  on  him  by  the  said  local  office  or  by  any 
other  person ;  that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  claim  or  of  his  entry  until 
recently;  that  he  has  had  no  notice  of  appeal,  and  that  the  local  office 
had  no  right  or  authority  to  allow  the  entry,  the  same  being  swamp 
land.  He  prays  that  the  case  be  opened;  that  notice  be  served  on  him ; 
that  he  be  allowed  to  appear,  and  that  a  day  be  appointed  for  a  hearing 
to  determine  the  character  of  the  land;  that  the  entry  be  canceled, 
and  that  all  the  papers,  together  with  his  petition,  be  sent  to  your  office. 

This  was  duly  transmitted  to  your  office,  and  by  office  letter  ("K") 
of  October  6,  1894,  the  action  previously  taken  in  the  matter  was 
affirmed. 

On  October  20, 1894,  Archer  filed  in  the  local  office  an  appeal  from 
the  decisions  of  your  office  in  this  matter,  and  assigned  as  errors,  in 
substance,  his  ownership  of  the  land;  its  vestiture  in  the  State  by 
virtue  of  the  act  of  September  28,  1850;  his  open,  continuous  and 
notorious  possession  of  the  same  for  more  than  ten  years,  and  want 
of  notice  of  any  action  in  connection  therewith  by  the  register  and 
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receiver.  Parthenuore,  on  the  same  date  he  filed  in  the  local  office  an 
application  to  this  Department  to  be  permitted  to  intervene  in  the 
matter,  and  set  ont  as  reasons  therefor  the  specifications  of  error,  in  an 
elaborated  form,  assigned  in  his  appeal;  so  that  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  whole  matter  is  now  before  this  Department  for  such  action  as 
may  be  proper  to  be  taken. 

These  proceedings  are  resisted  by  the  homestead  entryman  Williams, 
who  insists  upon  the  non-swampy  character  of  the  land;  that  Archer 
was  not  entitled  to  notice;  that  due  and  regular  notice  was  given  to 
the  governor  of  the  State  and  to  the  auditor  of  Olay  county,  within 
which  the  land  is  situated,  and  that  the  law  and  the  regulations  require 
nothing  further. 

The  provisions  of  the  circular  under  which  the  entry  of  Williams  was 
allowed,  in  so  far  as  they  have  any  application  to  the  present  oontro- 
versy,  are  the  first  and  second  paragraphs,  as  follows: 

1.  When  any  settler  npou  such  lands  or  applicant  to  enter  the  same  nnder  the 
public  land  laws  of  the  United  States  shall  apply  to  make  a  filing  or  entry  under 
said  laws,  accompanied  by  a  statement  under  oath  corroborated  by  two  witnesses, 
that  the  land  in  its  natural  state  is  not  swamp  and  overflowed  and  rendered  thereby 
onfit  for  cultivation,  the  register  and  receiver  will  allow  such  filing  or  entry  ''sub- 
ject to  the  swamp  land  claim.'' 

2.  Upon  the  admission  of  any  such  filing  or  entry  the  register  will  at  once  notify 
the  governor  of  the  State  thereof,  and  allow  him  sixty  days  within  which  to  object 
to  the  perfection  of  the  entry  and  to  apply  for  a  hearing  in  behalf  of  the  State  to 
prove  the  swampy  character  of  the  land. 

It  api>ears  that  these  provisions  were  strictly  observed  in  the  present 
ease,  bnt  that  the  governor  made  no  answer,  nor  took  any  action  in 
resistance  of  the  effort  of  the  entryman  to  have  his  eutry  allowed  and 
perfected. 

This  land  was  selected  by  the  State  of  Iowa  nnder  the  swamp  land 
grant  on  December  21, 1882,  and  notification  thereof  was  dnly  made  to 
the  local  office  and  to  the  General  Land  Office. 

On  March  10, 1883,  by  your  office  letter  (^'  K '')  a  hearing  was  directed 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  character  of  the  land  in  contro- 
versy. 'So  hearing  has  been  held,  however,  in  pursuance  of  this  order, 
nor  has  any  examination  ever  been  made  in  the  field  by  an  agent  of 
your  office. 

The  question  presented  appears  to  be,  whether  or  not,  if  it  be  true 
as  claimed  by  Archer  that  the  land  was  swamp  on  September  28, 1850, 
the  date  of  the  granting  act,  such  action  as  the  law  contemplates  has 
been  taken  to  ascertain  that  fact,  and,  further,  whether,  though  the 
State  may  be  concluded  by  the  proceedings  heretofore  outlined,  its 
transferee  Archer  is  also  concluded.  I  think  both  of  these  propositions 
mast  be  answered  in  the  negative. 

The  swamp  land  grant  has  been  held  to  be  one  of  the  present,  vesting 
an  immediate  interest,  as  was  said  in  the  case  of  W.  H.  Gushing  et  al.  v. 
State  of  Michigan,  4  L.  D.,  415,  and  as  has  been  repeatedly  decided 
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Bince,  both  by  this  Department  and.  by  the  supreme  court.  It  was 
held  in  that  case  further,  <^  that  the  State  can  not  be  deprived  of  it 
(the  land)  if  it  is  of  the  character  claimed,''  and  the  law  undoubtedly 
contemplated  that  some  adequate  effort  should  be  made  to  determine 
the  character  of  the  lands  intended  to  be  granted.  I  do  not  think  it 
has  been  done  in  this  case.  The  circular  of  December  13, 1886,  snprai 
is  not  deemed  to  apply  to  a  case  like  this,  where  a  hearing  was  ordered 
prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  circular,  and  where  it  has  not  been  held  in 
pursuance  of  that  order. 

Archer's  attitude  seems  to  be  that  of  the  instrument  through  which 
the  irregularities  of  which  he  complains  have  been  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Department. 

The  controlling  fact  in  the  case  is,  that  no  hearing  has  ever  been 
held  to  determine  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  land  in  con- 
troversy is  in  £eu;t  swamp,  and  such  as  to  pass  by  the  grant.  In  all 
cases  where  such  a  hearing  is  required  and  demanded,  it  should  be 
granted. 

It  is,  therefore,  ordered  that  a  hearing  be  directed,  in  pursuance  ot 
the  views  herein  expressed,  and  that  all  the  parties  in  interest  may 
have  notice. 


PlEECE  BT  AL.  V.  MUSSER-SATJNTRT  COMPANY, 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  September  5,  1894, 
19  L.  D.,  136,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  February  12, 1896. 


WAGON  KOAJD  GRANT -RESERVATION-SUIT  TO  RECOVER  TITLE. 

California  and  Oregon  Land  Co. 

The  reservation  of  specific  lands  for  the  residence  of  an  Indian  tribe,  provided  for 
in  a  treaty  in  which  it  is  declared  that  the  terms  shall  be  binding  upon  the 
parties  when  ratified  by  the  Senate  and  the  President  of  the  United  States,  is 
operative  from  the  date  of  signing  the  treaty,  and  not  from  the  date  of  its 
ratification. 

The  snit  instituted  by  the  government  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889,  was  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the  rights  of  the  company 
under  its  grant  had  been  forfeited  for  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  thereof, 
and  the  decision  therein  adverse  to  the  government  does  not  preclude  an  inquiry 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  as  to  whether  a  specific  tract  was  actually 
embraced  in  said  grant. 

The  right  on  the  part  of  the  government  to  institute  suit  for  the  recovery  of  title  to 
lands  erroneously  certified  on  account  of  a  wagon  road  grant,  exists  independ- 
ently of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  which  is  limited  to  railroad  grants,  and  suit 
for  such  purpose  may  therefore  be  commenced  without  the  preliminary  demand 
required  by  said  act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Attorney  General^  February  12^  1896. 

(F.  W.  O.) 

I  herewith  enclose  the  papers  accompanying  a  letter  from  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  dated  July  28,  1894,  in  which  he 
submits  in  a<5cordance  with  instructions  contained  in  departmental  let- 
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ter  of  March  17, 1894,  in  so  far  as  the  large  quantity  of  unsurveyed 
lands  within  the  limits  thereof  at  this  time  admits  of,  an  adjustment  of 
the  grant  made  by  acts  of  Jnly  7, 1864  (13  Stat.,  355),  and  December 
2G,  1866  (14  Stat.,  374),  to  aid  in  the  constraction  of  a  wagon  road  from 
Eugene  City  to  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  State  of  Oregon. 

Three  lists  of  laud  accompany  the  papers  forwarded,  being  as  fol- 
lows, namely:  list  "A"  covering  tracts  lying  outside  the  limits  of  the 
grant  certified  on  account  thereof  and  partly  within  the  Eiamath 
Indian  reservation;  list  ^'B,"  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  and 
certified  on  account  thereof,  also  within  said  reservation;  and  list  ^^C 
tracts  covered  by  pre-emption  filings  subsisting  at  the  date  of  the  grant 

It  appears  that  before  submitting  these  papers,  a  rule  was  laid  upon 
the  California  and  Oregon  land  company,  the  present  owners  of  the 
grant,  to  show  cause  why  steps  should  not  be  taken  looking  to  the 
recovery  of  title  to  the  lands  embraced  in  said  lists,  to  which  the  com- 
pany has  made  answer  and  therein  insist  that  its  title  to  the  land 
within  the  Eiamath  reservation  is  perfect  and  is  not  affected  by  the 
treaty  reservation  for  the  Indians,  for  the  reason  that  at  the  date  of 
the  grant  the  Indian  title  was  simply  that  of  occupancy,  in  the 
nomadic  sense  in  which  the  entire  State  was  then  occupied  by  roving 
tribes  of  Indians,  there  hemg  at  that  time  no  technical  reservation  with 
established  boundaries. 

In  answer  to  this  contention  I  have  but  to  say  that  a  treaty  was  con- 
cluded with  the  Klamath  Indians  October  4,  1864,  and  by  article  I«, 
the  Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  all  their  right,  title,  interest 
and  claim  in  and  to  certain  country  occupied  by  them,  upon  the  proviso 
that  a  certain  described  tract  within  the  ceded  country  '^  shall,  until 
otherwise  directed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  be  set  apart 
as  a  residence  for  said  Indians  and  held  and  regarded  as  an  Indian 
reservation." 

By  the  12th  article  of  the  treaty  it  was  provided  that — "  This  treaty 
shall  bind  the  contracting  parties  whenever  the  same  is  ratified  by  the 
Senate  and  President  of  the  United  States." 

It  is  urged  by  the  company  that  under  this  12th  article  of  the  treaty 
no  reservation  was  created  until  the  treaty  was  proclaimed  which  was 
not  until  February  17, 1870. 

Under  the  previous  administration  of  this  grant  by  this  Department 
it  has  been  uniformly  held  that  the  company's  right  attached  upon  the 
filing  of  the  map  on  February  28, 1870,  showing  the  definite  location  of  the 
company's  line. 

In  the  Commissioner's  rei)ort,  however,  he  states — 

Since  serring  said  rule  a  map  of  the  definite  location  of  the  entire  road  filed  in  this 
office  March  17,  1869,  has  been  discovered,  and  it  is  my  opinion  that  this  is  the  date 
upon  which  the  rij^ht  of  the  company  shonld  be  held  to  have  attached. 

I  have  caused  these  maps  to  be  examined  nnd  find  that  the  map  first 
filed  March  17, 18C9,  was  a  map  of  definite  location,  but  that  on  February 
2S,1870«the  company  filed  a  second  map  which  shows  a  partial  construe- 


172  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

tion  and  varies  in  some  places  materially  from  the  line  of  location  shown 
upon  the  map  of  1869.  It  appears  that  this  second  map  has  been  treated 
by  the  land  office  as  fixing  the  limits  of  the  grant,  for  the  diagram  in 
use  appears  to  have  been  adjusted  upon  the  corrected  line  as  shown 
upon  the  map  of  1870. 

It  seems,  therefore,  that  by  its  long  acquiescence  in  the  map  of  1870, 
under  which  the  rights  of  conflicting  claims  have  been  adjudicated,  the 
company  is  estopped  from  claiming  any  benefit  under  the  map  of  1869; 
but  this  I  deem  immaterial  to  the  matter  here  in  question,  for  I  am 
clearly  of  the  opinion  that  under  the  treaty  of  1864  the  lands  included 
within  the  reservation  therein  provided  for  were,  from  the  date  of  the 
signing  of  said  treaty,  reserved  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians  as  of 
necessity;  for  should  it  be  viewed  otherwise,  it  will  be  seen  that  it  was 
within  the  power  of  others  to  have  gone  upon  the  lands  selected  for  the 
reservation  and  thereby  prevented  effectually  the  final  consummation 
of  the  treaty. 

It  is  further  urged  by  the  company  in  answer  to  the  rule,  that  the 
reservation  as  finally  surveyed,  does  not  agree  exactly  with  the  bound- 
aries prescribed  therefor  in  the  treaty.  Upon  this  question  there  seem 
to  have  been  some  doubt,  but  as  the  reservation  was  established  by  the 
proper  officers  of  the  government  in  accordance  with  the  treaty,  the 
same  should  be  respected  as  established  unless  error  therein  is  plainly 
made  to  appear.  The  showing  made  does  not  satisfy  me  that  any  error 
has  been  committed,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  boundaries  of  the  reservation,  as  surveyed,  are  in 
accordance  with  the  treaty  stipulation. 

In  case  it  should  be  made  to  appear  to  the  court,  in  the  event  of  suit 
being  brought,  that  the  boundaries  as  established  are  incorrect,  the  bill 
could  be  amended  so  as  to  exclude  from  the  suit  any  lands  improperly 
included  within  the  reservation,  and  for  that  reason  held  to  have  been 
excepted  from  the  grant. 

It  is  finally  urged  by  the  company  that  the  entire  matter  is  res 
adjudicatUj  because,  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  2, 1889 
(25  Stat.,  850),  suit  was  directed  to  be  brought  against  this  company, 
which  suit  was  decided  in  favor  of  the  company  by  the  United  States 
supreme  court  at  the  October  term  of  1892  (148  U.  S.,  131).  The 
decision  of  the  court  referred  to  concluded  with  the  declaration  that 
''The  conclusion  is  clear  that  the  title  of  the  purchasers  and  the  land 
company  is  beyond  challenge.''  It  is  therefore  urged  that  the  United 
States  is  estopped  from  setting  up  any  additional  claim  as  against  those 
holding  under  the  wagon  road  company  by  the  decision  of  the  court 
just  referred  to. 

The  act  of  March  2, 1889,  declared  that  suit  be  brought — 

To  determine  the  queetions  of  the  seasonable  and  proper  completion  of  said  roads 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  granting  acts,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
legal  etfect  of  the  several  certificates  of  the  governors  of  the  State  of  Oregon  of  the 
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completion  of  said  roads,  and  the  right  of  resumption  of  such  granted  lands  by  the 
United  States,  and  to  obtain  judgments,  which  the  court  is  hereby  authorized  to 
render,  declaring  forfeited  to  the  United  States  all  of  such  lands  as  are  coterminous 
with  the  part  or  parts  of  either  of  said  wagon  roads  which  were  not  constructed  in 
accordance  with  requirements  of  the  granting  acts,  and  setting  aside  patents  which 
have  issued  for  any  such  lands,  saving  and  preserving  the  rights  of  all  bona  fide 
pnrchaaers  of  either  of  said  grants  or  of  any  portion  of  said  grants  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  if.  any  such  there  be. 

It  will  be  seen  that  these  are  qaestions  affectiiig  the  competny's  right 
to  lands  admittedly  incladed  within  the  grant — that  is,  admitting  the 
lands  to  have  been  granted,  has  the  company's  right  thereto  been 
avoided.  It  was  not  the  purpose  of  said  suit  to  inquire  as  to  which  of 
the  specific  tracts  within  the  limits  of  its  grant  were  actually  granted, 
and  had  the  United  States  in  its  suit  brought  under  this  act,  attempted 
to  set  oat  the  status  of  each  particular  tract  within  the  grant,  so  far  as 
any  question  was  suggested  by  the  records  as  to  the  company's  right 
thereto,  the  bill  might  have  been  justly  dismissed  for  multifariousness. 

I  am,  therefore,  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  United  States  is  not 
estopped  by  the  decision  upon  the  bill  filed  under  the  act  of  March  2^ 
1889,  from  considering  the  question  as  to  whether  any  specific  tract 
included  within  the  company's  grant  was  actually  embraced  thereby. 

When  it  is  remembered  that  many  thousand  acres  within  the  limits 
of  the  compauy^s  grant  are  yet  unpatented,  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
government  still  retains  jurisdiction  to  determine  which  of  the  lands 
were  actually  granted. 

From  a  careful  consideration  of  the  entire  matter,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  lands  embraced  in  lists  A,  B,  and  C,  before  described, 
were  erroneously  certified  on  account  of  the  grant,  and  have  therefore 
to  recommend  that  suit  be  instituted  in  the  proper  court  to  recover 
title  to  the  lands  so  shown  to  have  been  erroneously  certified,  if  in 
your  judgment  the  same  can  be  successfully  maintained. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  Commissioner  in  serving  rule  upon  the  land 
company,  laid  the  same  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556). 
Said  act  relates  specifically  to  the  adjustment  of  railroad  grants. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  all  suits  brought 
by  the  United  States  to  recover  title  to  lands  erroneously  certified,  or 
patented,  will  be  barred  on  March  3,  1896,  unless  said  act  shall  be 
amended.  The  act  of  1887,  before  referred  to,  directs  that  demand  be 
made  upon  the  company  and  that  ninety  days  be  allowed  within  which 
to  comply  or  make  answer  thereto,  before  the  institution  of  suit.  As 
before  stated,  said  act  is  limited  to  railroad  grants,  and  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  right  of  suit  exists  in  the  United  States  independently 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  and  for  that  reason  make  recommendation 
for  this  suit  without  making  demand  upon  the  company,  to  the  end 
that  the  same  may  be  instituted  prior  to  the  period  of  limitation,  as 
established  under  the  act  of  1891. 
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CONFIRMATION— SECTIOX  7,  ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1891. 

DrBW  V.  COMISEY. 

The  cancellation  of  an  entry  without  notice  to  the  entrj'man  is  not  only  nnanthoriased, 
but  is  absolutely  void  for  want  of  jurisdictioni  and  an  entry  so  canceled  at  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  is  in  law  an  existing  entry,  and  confirmed  by 
section  7  of  said  act,  if  otherwise  within  the  provisions  of  said  section;  and  the 
right  of  a  transferee  in  such  case  is  not  limited  to  the  privilege  of  showing  that  the 
entryman  had  in  fact  complied  with  the  law. 

The  confirmation  of  an  entry  by  said  section  for  the  benefit  of  a  transferee  is  not 
defeated  by  want  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  entryman  or  his  immediate 
transferee,  if  subsequently,  and  prior  to  March  1,  1888,  the  land  is  sold  to  a  bona 
fide  purchaser;  nor  is  such  purchaser  bound  to  take  notice  of  a  prior  order  of 
cancellation  that  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  case  of  Castello  v.  Bonnie  (on  review)  20  L.  D.,  311,  overruled. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  L  H.)  17, 1896.  (G.  B.  G-) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  J^T.  i  of  the  NW.  i,  the  SW.  J  of  the 
NW.  i  and  the  KW.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  34,  T.  59  K,  E.  17  W., 
Dnluth  land  district,  Minnesota. 

August  18, 1882,  William  Gomisky  made  pre-emption  cash  entry  for 
the  above  described  laud,  and  on  June  15, 1883,  this  entry  was  canceled 
on  the  report  of  a  special  agent,  that  the  entry  was  fraudulent,  and 
that  the  entryman  had  never  resided  upon  or  improved  the  land,  and 
it  was  directed  by  your  office  that  sixty  days  be  allowed  in  which  to 
show  why  the  entry  should  be  reinstated.  Notice  was  sent  to  Oomisky 
at  his  last  known  address  advising  him  of  the  action  taken.  No 
response  thereto  was  made  by  him,  but  on  August  20,  1883,  John 
Gomstock,  an  alleged  transferee,  filed  a  petition  asking  that  a  hearing 
be  ordered  to  allow  him  to  show  cause  why  said  entry  should  be 
re-instated. 

The  local  officers  denied  said  petition,  but  on  Gomstock's  appeal  there- 
from, your  office  after  nearly  five  years  unexplained  delay,  on  February 
15, 1888,  ordered  a  hearing  to  allow  the  said  transferee  to  appear  and 
submit  his  testimony  <' showing  a  compliance  with  the  law  by  the 
entryman  and  the  validity  of  the  entry." 

The  trial  was  had  November  25, 1888,  at  which  the  government,  by 
its  special  agent,  and  the  G.  N.  Nelson  Lumber  Go.,  a  subsequent  trans- 
feree, appeared.  The  transferee  moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  cause, 
claiming  that  Gomisky  had  not  been  properly  notified  of  the  cancella- 
tion of  his  entry,  and  that  the  local  officers  were  without  jurisdiction  to 
hear  the  case.  The  motion  was  overruled,  exceptions  saved,  and  the 
trial  proceeded,  both  the  government  and  the  G.  N.  Nelson  Lumber 
Gompany  adducing  testimony. 

February  8, 1889,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision,  finding — 

In  this  case  the  transferee  is  the  only  party  in  interest,  having  deeds  indirectly 
and  through  int-ermediates  of  the  whole  interest  of  the  claimant  to  the  land. 
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It  18  clear  from  the  proof  that  the  claimant  never  resided  upon,  nor  made  any 
improvements  npon  the  land,  and  that  he  filed  upon  the  same  under  contrnct  to 
make  ahsolute  conveyance  to  a  third  party,  as  soon  as  he  should  prove  up  and  obtain 
the  certificate,  and  that  he  has  himself  paid  nothing  whatever,  either  for  land  office 
fees,  or  other  expenses,  or  for  the  government  price,  as  also  provided  in  the  contract, 
and  that  immediately  npon  receiving  the  certificate  of  final  entry  he  conveyed  the 
land — ^under  said  contract — ^all  in  transferee's  interest. 

From  this  decision  the  Nelson  Lumber  Company  duly  appealed,  and 
before  your  office  had  passed  on  the  case,  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26 
Stat,  1095)  was  approved,  and  on  June  16, 1891,  the  Boston  Safe  Deposit 
and  Trust  Company,  of  Boston,  Massachusetts,  applied  to  intervene  in 
said  case,  and  asked  that  Comisky's  entry  be  confirmed  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  7,  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  supra. 

Said  company  claimed  that  it  was  a  bona  ^^76  incumbrancer  for  value, 
and  as  evidence  thereof  filed  an  abstract  of  title,  properly  certified, 
showing  that  on  March  21, 1885,  the  C.  N.  Nelson  Lumber  Company 
executed  a  trust  deed  to  secure  the  Boston  Safe  Deposit  and  Trust 
Company  for  a  floating  indebtedness  amounting  to  $1,200,000,  embra- 
cing all  lands  held  by  the  C.  N.  Nelson  Lumber  Company  in  St.  Louis 
and  other  counties,  which  the  said  company  had  acquired  either  by 
entry  or  purchase,  among  which  was  the  land  in  controversy,  the  title 
to  which  in  the  0.  N.  Nelson  Lumber  Company  was  also  shown  by  a 
chain  of  transfers  from  William  Comiskv. 

Pending  the  disposition  of  the  transferee's  Application  for  re-instate- 
ment  of  Comisky's  entry,  on  the  appeal  of  the  Lumber  Company  from 
the  adverse  action  of  the  register  and  receiver,  the  plaintiff,  Nicholas 
C.  Drew,  on  August  27, 1889,  was  permitted  to  make  pre-emption  cash 
entry.  No.  1064,  for  the  land  involved  herein. 

On  October  13, 1891,  your  office  rendered  a  decision  holding  that  the 
cancellation  of  Comisky's  entry  was  unauthorized,  because  he  had  not 
been  given  an  opportunity  to  defend  it  5  that  Drew's  entry  was  improperly 
allowed;  that  Comisky's  entry  fell  within  the  confirmatory  provisions 
of  Section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891;  and  that  upon  your  office 
decision  becoming  final,  said  entry  would  be  passed  to  patent.  Drew's 
entry  was  held  for  cancellation  with  the  right  of  appeal,  of  which  he 
availed  himself,  and  the  Department,  September  28, 1892,  concurred 
in  your  office  decision,  in  so  far  as  it  held  that  Comisky's  entry  was 
confirmed  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  snpra,  but  the  action  holding 
Drew's  entry  for  cancellation  without  notice  was  disapproved,  and  it 
was  ordered  that  Drew  should  be  allowed  sixty  days  in  which  to  show 
cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled. 

The  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  Nicholas  C.  Drew,  for  review  of  said 
departmental  decision,  again  brings  the  case  before  me. 

There  is  only  one  question  in  the  case,  viz :  Is  the  Boston  Safe  Deposit 
and  Trust  Company  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  confirmatory  pro- 
visions of  section  7  of  the  act  of  1891,  (supra)^ 

Said  section  provides  among  other  things  that  all  entries  made  under  the  pre- 
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emption,  homestead,  desert  land,  or  timber  caltare  laws,  in  wbicb  final  proof  and 
payment  may  have  been  made  and  certificates  issued,  and  to  which  there  are  no 
adverse  claims  orijciuAting  prior  to  final  entry,  and  which  have  been  sold  or  incum- 
bered prior  to  the  first  day  of  March,  1888,  and  after  final  entry,  to  bona  fide  purchas- 
ers,' for  a  valuable  consideration,  shall,  unless  upon  investigation  by  a  government 
agent,  f^ud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found,  be  confirmed  and  patented 
upon  presentation  of  satisfactory  proof  to  the  land  department  of  such  sale  or 
incumbrance. 

The  first  inquiry  suggested  to  my  mind  is  whether  there  was  a  valid 
entry  of  the  land  in  controversy  subsisting  of  record  at  the  passage 
of  this  act.  The  act  itself  presupposes  an  entry  existing  at  that 
date.  The  entry  of  Gomisky  had  been  canceled  by  your  office  prior  to 
that  date  on  the  report  of  a  special  agent,  without  notice  to  the  entry- 
man.  This  cancellation  was,  in  my  judgment,  not  only  unauthorized 
but  absolutely  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  See  Castello  r.  Bonnie 
(15  L.  D.,  354)  and  cases  cited.  It  would  follow,  therefore,  that  the 
cancellation  was  a  nullity,  and  that  the  entry  remained  intact,  just  as 
though  the  order  of  cancellation  had  not  been  made. 

It  is  not  denied  that  final  proof  and  payment  had  been  made  and 
certificate  issued;  that  there  is  no  adverse  claim  originating  prior  to 
final  entry;  that  the  land  had  been  sold  prior  to  the  first  day  of  March, 
1888,  and  after  final  entry,  for  a  valuable  consideration.  It  is  insisted, 
however,  that  it  was  not  sold  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act.  It  does  not  api>ear,  nor  is  it  material,  whether  the  orig- 
inal purchaser  or  incumbrancer  was  aeting  in  good  or  bad  faith.  The 
Department  has  repeatedly  held  in  construing  this  section,  that  con- 
firmation is  not  defeated  by  want  of  good  faith  of  the  entryman  and  his 
immediate  transferee,  where  subsequently,  and  prior  to  March  1,  1888, 
the  laud  is  sold  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser.    13  L.  D.,  537, 581. 

The  question  then  is  not  of  the  good  faith  of  the  entryman,  nor  of  the 
intervening  transferees,  but, — Is  the  Boston  Safe  Deposit  and  Trust 
Company  a  bona  fide  incumbrancer! 

It  is  suggested  that  although  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  was  illegal 
and  void,  the  fact  that  an  order  of  cancellation  was  of  record,  bound 
the  company  to  take  notice  of  the  fact  that  an  attack  had  been  made 
upon  the  integrity  of  th|B  entry,  and  that  this  was  sufficient  to  put  the 
said  company  upon  inquiry,  and  that  it  was  therefore  not  acting  in  good 
faith. 

I  do  not  agree  with  this  view.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  company 
had  actual  notice  of  the  order.  There  can  be  no  such  thing  as  con- 
structive notice  of  a  void  proceeding,  for  constructive  notice  in  law, 
necessarily  presupi>oses  a  valid  act. 

In  the  case  of  Castello  v.  Bonnie  (on  review),  20  L.  D.,  311,  a  case  on 
all- fours  with  the  case  at  bar,  it  was  said — 

It  is  conceded  that  such  cancellation,  without  giving  such  notice,  (that  is,  cancel- 
lation on  report  of  a  government  agent,  without  giving  the  entryman  his  day  in 
court)  was  improper,  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes  so  far  as  tl^e  transferee  is  con- 
cerned, it  may  be  couBldered  as  an  existing  entry. 
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What  follows  would  seem  to  be  a  contradiction  of  the  language  quoted 
and  is  not  sound.    It  was  further  said — 

Bat  the  re-instatement  of  the  entry  on  the  record  would  give  the  transferee  only 
(»Qch  right  as  he  would  have  had  in  case  notice  had  been  given. 

This  latter  holding  is  not  only  in  conflict  with  the  former^  but  is 
manifestly  unsound.  If  the  entryman  had  notice  of  the  proceedings 
npou  which  his  entry  was  canceled,  then  the  land  department  had 
jariadiction  to  make  the  order  of  cancellation,  and  however  erroneous 
such  cancellation  may  have  been,  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  can- 
cellation would  have  taken  it  out  of  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1891,  supra,  because  no  eutr^  existed  at  the  passage  of  that  act^ 
and  in  that  event  the  transferee  could  only  show  that  the  entryman  had 
complied  with  the  law.  But  inasmuch  as  it  had  already  been  held 
therein  that  ^'  so  far  as  the  transferee  is  concerned,  it  may  be  consid- 
ered as  an  existing  entry,"  what  follows  is  a  non-sequitur, 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rights  of  the  transferees  in  the  case  at  bar 
are  fully  protected  under  the  law,  and  that  the  entry  should  be  con- 
firmed. 

Oui  purely  technical  grounds  the  intervening  entryman,  Nicholas  0. 
Drew,  is  entitled  to  notice  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be 
canceled. 

The  motion  for  review  is  denied.  The  case  of  Gastello  v,  Bonnie 
[iupra)  is  hereby  overruled,  so  far  as  it  conflicts  with  this  decision. 


TOWN  liOT-OCCUPANCY  OP  TENANT. 

Aldbioh  v.  Sghloesseb  et  al. 

The  oecnpancy  of  a  tenant  at  the  time  of  townsite  entry  entitles  his  landlord  to  a 
deed  to  the  lot  so  occapied. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  17y  1696.  (C.  W.  P.) 

The  property  involved  is  lot  3,  block  76,  in  El  Beno,  Oklahoma  Tei*- 
ritory,  and  the  case  comes  before  the  Department  on  the  appeals  of 
W.  L.  Aldrich  and  Budolph  Schloesser,  from  the  decision  of  your  office 
of  June  27, 1895,  unfavorable  to  their  respective  claims. 

The  decision  of  the  townsite  board  awarded  the  lot  to  Schloesser; 
Aldricb  appealed.  Your  office  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  townsite 
board,  and  held  that  neither  party  was  entitled  to  deed. 

The  evidence  shows  that  on  February  19, 1892,  James  Thompson, 
vhose  commuted  homestead  entry  was  canceled  November  26, 1892, 
conveyed  the  lot  in  controversy  by  warranty  deed  to  Thomas  T.  Crit- 
tenden, who  sold  and  conveyed  the  same  to  Rudolph  Schloesser,  the 
contestee ;  that  in  the  spring  of  1892,  A.  G.  Springs,  as  agent  for  Schloes- 
ser made  a  verbal  agreement  with  one  Lee,  by  which  Lee  was  to  have 
10332— VOL  22 12 


178  DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

Che  use  and  possession  of  the  lot,  with  the  anderstanding  that  the  fenc- 
ing which  he  should  place  aronnd  it  should  revert  to  and  become  the 
property  of  Schloesserj  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  agreed  upon;  that 
tmder  this  agreement  Lee  enclosed  the  lot  with  a  fence  and  dag  a  well 
thereon;  that  early  in  December,  1892,  Lee  sold  his  improvemeute  to 
W.  L.  Aldrich,  the  contestant,  for  $40,  stating  to  him  at  the  time  that 
he  did  not  own  or  claim  to  own  the  lot. 

It  further  appears  that  Aldrich,  in  his  testimony,  admitted  that  he 
knew  that  Lee  was  only  a  tenant  of  the  lot,  and  that  he  was  occupying 
it  under  a  lease;  that  Aldrich,  after  his  purchase  put  a  tent  on  the  lot 
"for  sleeping  purposes"    .    .    "for  travelers,"  and  an  outhouse. 

It  further  appears  that  on  December  1, 1892,  G.  A.  Aldrich,  the  son 
and  agent  of  W.  L.  Aldrich,  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with 
Bchloesser,  for  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the  lot,  thereby  agreeing  not  to 

give  Schloesser  any  trouble  of  any  kind  in  getting  Im  deed  to  said  lot  from  the 
gOTernment,  in  case  sucli  an  emergency  shonld  arise  and  further  agrees  to  give 
possession  at  any  time  after  ten  days  notice,  and  agrees  to  pay  fifty  cents  per  month 
as  lease,  acknowledging  at  same  time  to  be  tenant  of  said  Schloesser. 

It  further  appears  that  Aldrich  was  in  possession  of  the  lot  at  the 
date  of  the  townsite  entry  on  January  30, 1893. 

Schloesser's  claim  to  the  lot,  under  deed  from  Thompson,  fell  with 
the  cancellation  of  Thomi)Son's  entry. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  by  the  improvements  placed  upon  the  lot  by 
Lee  and  Aldrich,  and  the  occupancy  by  Aldrich  as  his  tenant,  at  the 
date  of  the  townsite  entry,  Schloesser  was  in  contemplation  of  law,  the 
occupant  of  the  lot  and  entitled  to  deed. 

In  the  case  of  Hussey  v.  Smith  (99  U*  S.,  20),  it  was  held  that  Hussey, 
who  was  a  resident  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  claimed  under  a  judicial 
sale  of  the  possessory  title  of  Smith  before  the  lands  were  entered,  was 
entitled  to  deed. 

The  court  say — 

The  territorial  law  of  Utah  (authorized  to  be  passed  by  the  act  of  Congress  before 
mentioned)  gave  to  the  party  entitled  to  occapancy  or  possession,  as  well  as  to  the 
occupant  or  occupants,  the  right  to  apply  for  the  Judgment  by  the  probate  oonrt^ 
upon  which,  when  rendered,  the  mayor  was  to  execute  his  deed.  If  this  were  not 
■o,  the  right  would  be  clearly  within  the  equity  of  the  act  of  Congress  and  conferred 
by  it. 

The  rejection  of  the  appellant's  claim  and  the  adjudication  in  favor  of  Smith,  who 
had  not  then  a  shadow  of  right  to  the  premises,  by  the  probate  court  was,  therefore , 
.  a  gross  error,  and  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory  repeated  it  by  affirmini^  the 
Judgment. 

The  territorial  law  of  Oklahoma  (Sec.  6627,  Stat,  of  Oklahoma,  1890), 
provides  for  deed 

to  the  person,  persons,  associations  or  corporations  who  shall  occupy  or  poaaeaa,  or 
be  entitled  to  the  right  of  possession  or  occupancy  thereof,  according  to  the  aever&l 
rights  and  interests  of  the  respective  claimants  in  and  to  the  same  as  they  existed 
in  law  or  equity  at  the  time  of  the  entry  of  such  lands,  or  to  the  heirs  or  aAsi^Qs  of 
■uch  claimants. 
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» 

The  evidence  shows  that  Aldrich  was  an  occupant  of  the  lot  at  the 
dskte  of  the  townsite  entry.  But  it  also  shows  that  he  occupied  it  as 
the  tenant  of  Schloesser.  Consequently  he  was  not  entitled  to  deed. 
Bat  I  see  no  reason  why  Schloesser  can  not  avail  himself  of  the  posses- 
sion of  his  tenant  to  acquire  title  to  the  lot  If  the  vendee  before 
townsite  entry  of  a  party  in  possession  at  the  time  of  townsite  entry  is 
entitled  to  deed,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  landlord  of  a  tenant  occu« 
pying  a  lot,  at  the  time  of  townsite  entry,  is  not  equally  entitled  to 
deed.    See  Bowie  r.  Graff  (21  L.  D.,  622). 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  reversed. 


SECOND  HOMESTEAD  ENTBT—ACT  OF  DECEMBER  99,  1894. 

Charles  A.  Garrison. 

The  right  to  make  a  second  homestead  entry  may  be  recognized  where  the  first  was 
canceled  on  acconnt  of  the  entryman's  failure  to  establish  residence,  and  such 
failure  was  due  to  circumstances  l)eyond  his  control. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commistianer  of  tlie  Qeiieral  Land  Office^  Febru- 
(J.  I.  H.)  ary  17,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

Charles  A.  Garrison  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  July 
3^  1894,  rejecting  his  application,  filed  April  6,  1894,  to  make  second 
homestead  entry  to  cover  the  N  W.  J  of  Sec.  18,  T.  20  N.,  R.  9  E.,  Perry, 
Oklahoma,  land  district. 

Garrison's  corroborated  affidavit,  filed  in  support  of  his  application, 
shows  that  on  October  16, 1891,  he  made  homestead  entry  at  the  Okla- 
homa, Oklahoma,  land  office  for  the  NW.  J,  Sec.  29,  T.  13  K.,  R.  5  E. ; 
that  immediately  thereafter  he  cleared  and  grubbed  one  acre,  but  that 
owing  to  the  delicate  health  of  his  wife,  the  approaching  winter,  and 
bis  lack  of  means,  he  did  not  at  once  begin  the  erection  of  a  house; 
that  daring  the  winter  his  wife  and  two  children  were  so  sick  as  to 
require  his  constant  care  and  attention,  and  it  was  impossible  for  him 
to  go  to  the  land;  that  about  April  5, 1892,  his  wife  gave  birth  to  a 
child  and  was  attacked  by  puerperal  fever  which  confined  her  to  her 
bed  for  ten  months,  during  which  time  she  required  constant  medical 
attention  and  careful  nursing;  that  in  April,  1892,  Jacob  Piatt  filed  a 
contest  against  affiant's  entry  on  the  ground  of  abandonment,  of  which 
affiant  was  duly  notified,  but  that  owing  to  the  sickness  of  his  wife, 
and  his  lack  of  means,  he  was  not  able  to  appear  at  the  trial  or  employ 
coansel  to  represent  him,  and  was  consequently  obliged  to  let  the  case 
go  by  default;  that  his  entry  was  canceled  by  the  General  Land  Office 
on  February  8, 1893;  that  he  never,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  received 
from  Piatt  or  any  other  person  any  reward  or  remuneration  for  his  claim 
to  the  land  embraced  in  his  former  entry. 

Since  the  decision  of  your  office  in  this  matter  was  rendered,  the  act 
of  December  29, 1894  (28  Stat.,  599),  givinar  the  rierht  of  second  entry 
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in  certain  cases,  has  been  passed.  This  act,  which  is  in  amendment 
of  section  thi-ee  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  854),  provides  as 
follows : 

That  if  any  snch  settler  has  heretofore  forfeited  his  or  her  entry  for  any  of  said 
reasons,  such  persons  shall  be  permitted  to  make  entry  of  not  to  exceed  a  quarter 
section  on  any  pablio  land  subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead  law,  and  to  perfect 
title  to  the  same  under  the  same  conditions  in  every  respect  as  if  he  had  not  made 
the  former  entry. 

The  ^< reasons"  mentioned  in  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  are:  ^^ total  or 
partial  destmction  or  failure  of  crops,  sickness,  or  other  unavoidable 
casualty." 

The  present  case  does  not  quite  fall  under  the  remedial  provisions  of 
the  act  of  December  29, 1894,  because  the  entryman  here  never  estab- 
lished residence  on  the  land  and  was  not  a  "settler"  in  the  proper 
meaning  of  that  term,  but  it  appears  from  his  affidavit  that  he  was 
X)revented  from  establishing  residence  on  the  land  by  circumstances 
beyond  his  control,  viz :  the  sickness  of  his  wife  and  children. 

In  the  case  of  James  M.  Frost  et  al.y  18  L.  D.,  145,  Frost  filed  sol- 
dier's declaratory  statement  for  a  certain  tract  of  land  in  the  Okla- 
homa, Oklahoma,  land  district,  but  was  prevented,  ^^by  circumstances 
beyond  his  control,"  from  making  homestead  entry  within  six  months 
from  date  of  filing  his  soldier's  declaratory  statement.    One  Elias 
Berry,  being  intbrmed  that  Frost  had  abandoned  his  soldier's  declara- 
tory statement  and  would  not  settle  upon  and  homestead  the  laud 
embraced  therein,  filed  soldier's  declaratory  statement  for  the  same 
tract    Both  men  subsequently  made  homestead  entry  for  the  tract : 
Frost,  after  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  the  date  of  his  soldier-s 
declaratory  statement  and  Berry  within  one  month  from  the  date  of 
his  soldier's  declaratory  statement.    It  appearing  that  both  parties  had 
acted  in  good  faith,  and  they  being  willing  to  settle  the  matter  by  ami- 
cable agreement,  Frost  applied  to  enter  another  tract,  whereupon  tbe 
Department  held  Berry's  entry  intact,  canceled  Frost's  entry,  and  per- 
mitted Frost  to  make  second  entry  as  prayed  for. 

Considering  together  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  the 
ruling  of  the  Department  in  the  case  above  cited,  and  the  act  of 
December  29, 1894,  it  seems  clear  that  the  spirit  of  the  law  will  be 
followed  and  substantial  justice  done  if  Garrison's  application  is 
granted. 

The  decision  of  your  office  denying  said  application  is  accordingly 
reversed. 
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HOMESTEAB  ENTRY-CONTEST-HEIH^-CULTIVATION. 

Waeb  v.  Weight. 

a  contest  against  a  homestead  entry  on  the  ground  that  the  entryman  in  his  lifetime 
failed  to  live  on,  or  cnltivate  the  land,  and  like  failure  subsequently  on  the  part 
of  the  heir,  must  fail,  where  it  appears  that  the  entryman  died  within  six  months 
after  making  entry,  and  that  his  heir,  prior  to  the  initiation  of  contest,  main- 
tained his  right  under  said  entry  by  cultivation  of  the  land. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Laiid  Office,  February 

17, 1896.  (0.  W.  P.) 

On  June  27, 1892,  WilL  T.  Wright  made  homestead  entry,  No.  4754, 
of  the  NE.  J  of  section '6,  T.  13  N.,  R.  11  W.,  Oklahoma  land  district, 
Oklahoma  Territory.  Oh  May  9, 1893,  J.  G.  Ware  filed  an  affidavit  of 
contest  against  said  entry,  charging  that  the  entryman  in  his  lifetime 
wholly  failed  to  establish  his  residence  on  said  land,  or  to  caltivate 
the  same,  and  that  since  his  death,  his  father  J.  O.  Wright,  as  his 
heir,  has  ifailed  to  reside  on,  or  cultivate,  or  improve  said  tract,  and  has 
abandoned  it  for  more  than  six  months  since  the  entryman's  death. 

A  hearing  was  had,  and  apon  the  testimony  adduced,  the  local  officers 
found  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  contest  should  be 
dismissed. 

On  api>eal,  your  office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  and 
digmissed  the  contest    Ware  appealed. 

The  entry  was  made  on  June  27,  1892,  and  the  entryman  died  in 
September  following,  less  than  six  months  after  the  entry  was  made. 
It  is  not  shown  that  he  ever  settled  upon  the  land,  but  the  law  allowed  him 
sii  months  from  the  date  of  the  entry  in  which  to  establish  residence. 
The  testimony  fails  to  show  that  the  entryman's  heir  at  law  has  aban- 
doned the  land;  on  the  contrary,  it  api)ears  that  in  the  spring  of  1893, 
before  any  contest  had  been  filed,  he  had  thirteen  furrows  plowed  on  the 
claim,  each  half  a  mile  long,  and  since  the  contest  was  initiated  he  has 
had  some  plowing  done,  and  a  small  piece  of  land  planted  to  sorghum. 

The  heirs  are  not  required  to  reside  upon  the  land,  but  only  to  culti- 
vate it.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  facts  of  the  case  show  a  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law. 

The  dedsiou  of  your  office  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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TIMBEB  CULTUBE  EXTKY -APPLICATION  TO  BSTTEB-CONTESTAJSTT. 

Zachariah  T.  Bush. 

An  application  to  enter  accompanying  a  timber  culture  contest,  and  pending  at  the 
repeal  of  the  timber  culture  law,  protects  the  right  of  the  applicant  until  final 
action  thereon. 

The  circular  instructions  of  August  18, 1887,  to  the  effect  that  applications  to  enter, 
filed  with  timber  culture  contests,  shall  stand  rejected  if  not  perfected  within 
thirty  days  after  notice  of  cancellation,  are  not  applicable  if  the  application  is 
not  returned  to  the  local  office. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  17^  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

In  1887,  Zachariah  T.  Bash  initiated  contest  against  the  timber 
culture  entry  of  Avery  B.  Charpie  for  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  22  S., 
B.  41  W.,  Garden  City,  Kansas,  land  district.  With  his  contest  affi- 
davit he  filed  a  formal  application  to  enter  sftid  tract  nnder  the  timber 
culture  law. 

On  March  31, 1891,  Gharpie's  entry  was  canceled  by  your  office  on 
said  contest 

Your  office,  however,  inadvertently  failed  to  return  to  the  local  office 
Bush's  timber  culture  application  and  affidavit. 

October  8, 1891,  Bush  made  timber  culture  entry  for  said  tract. 

By  letter  of  October  10, 1893,  your  office  called  upon  the  register  and 
receiver  for  report  as  to  whether  Bush  had  made  said  entry  within  the 
thirty  days  statutory  i)eriod  accorded  a  successful  contestant. 

The  register  and  receiver,  in  reply,  transmitted  registry  return  receipt 
showing  that  notice  of  the  cancellation  of  Gharpie's  entry  was  served 
upon  Bush,  through  his  duly  authorized  attorney,  on  May  1, 1891. 

Your  office,  thereupon,  by  letter  of  October  31,  1893,  held  Bash's 
timber  culture  entry  for  cancellation  on  the  ground  that  as  he  had 
failed  to  exercise  his  preference  right  within  the  statutory  period,  his 
application  filed  with  his  conte-st  stood  rejected  without  fttrther  action 
at  the  expiration  of  that  period,  and  he  thereafter  had  no  claim  that 
was  protected  from  the  operation  of  the  repeal  of  the  timber  culture 
law  on  March  3, 1891. 

From  this  decision  Bush  has  apx>ealed. 

With  his  appeal  he  files  an  affidavit  showing  that  after  receiving 
notice  of  cancellation  of  Gharpie's  entry  he  made  frequent  inquiries 
through  his  attorney  at  the  local  land  office  in  regard  to  his  application 
to  enter  and  was  informed  that  said  application  had  not  been  returned, 
but  was  still  pending  before  the  General  Land  Office ;  that  said  appli- 
cation has  never  been  returned  to  the  local  office;  that  on  October  8, 
1891,  he  filed  supplementary  affidavit  showing  his  qualification  to  enter, 
and  was  permitted  to  make  the  present  entry;  that  since  making  said 
entry  he  has  improved  the  land  in  good  faith  and  now  has  ten  acres  in 
cultivation. 
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In  the  caise  of  Pfaff  r.  Williams,  4  L.  D.,  455,  it  was  held  that  a  legal 
application  to  enter  is,  while  pending,  equivalent  to  an  actual  entry,  so 
far  as  the  applicant's  rights  are  concerned,  and  its  effect  is  to  withdraw 
the  land  embraced  therein  from  any  other  disposition  until  such  time 
as  it  may  be  finally  acted  upon. 

Was  Bash's  application  to  enter,  filed  with  his  contest  in  1887,  finally 
acted  upon  prior  to  October  8, 1891,  the  date  of  the  present  entry! 

On  August  18, 1887,  the  following  circular  to  registers  and  receivers 
in  regard  to  final  disx>osition  of  applications  to  enter  filed  with  contest 
was  issued  by  the  Oeueral  Land  Office: 

In  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  the  case  of  Pfaif 

r.  WiUiama,  4  L.  D..  455,  wherein  it  is  held,  etc., I  have  to  direct, 

in  all  cases  where  applications  to  enter  (filed  by  contestants  npon  initiation  of  con- 
test) are  returned,  npon  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  contested,  that  the  contestant 
be  notified  of  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  and  advised  that  he  will  be  allowed  thirty 
days  within  which  to  enter  the  tract  npon  the  application  filed,  npon  his  showing 
hii  present  qnalifications,  and  in  the  event  of  his  fail  are  so  to  do,  his  application 
will  stand  rejected  without  farther  action  upon  your  part,  and  the  tract  held  sub- 
ject to  entry  by  the  first  legal  applicant. 

This  circular  provides  for  the  rejection,  without  formal  action,  of  those 
applications  to  enter,  filed  with  contest,  tchich  are  returned  to  the  local 
office  and  are  not  perfected  into  entries  within  thirty  days  from  notice. 
It  does  not  cover  or  affect  those  applications  which,  for  any  reason,  are 
not  returned. 

Bush'a  right  to  make  timber  culture  entry  after  the  repeal  of  the 
timber  culture  law  was  based  upon  his  application  to  enter,  filed  prior* 
to  the  repeal  of  that  law.  Under  the  ruling  in  the  Pfaff  v.  Williams 
ca<$e,  said  application  was,  while  pendiug,  equivalent  to  actual  entry,  so 
far  as  the  applicant's  rights  were  concerned,  and  its  effect  was  to  with- 
draw the  laud  embraced  therein  from  any  other  disposition  until  such 
time  as  it  was  finally  acted  upon.  It  could  not,  of  course,  be  acted 
Qpon  until  after  final  disposition  of  the  contest  with  which  it  was  filed; 
bat  immediately  upon  the  cancellation  of  Charpie's  entry  steps  should' 
have  been  taken  looking  towards  its  final  disposition. 

The  first  step  should  have  been  its  return  to  the  local  office,  in  order 
that  Bnsh  might  have  an  opportunity  of  completing  it  by  filing  sup- 
plementary affidavit  showing  present  qualificat^ions  and  paying  the 
requisite  fees.    (Ellis  v.  Abbe,  16  L.  D.,  436.) 

Had  he  then  failed  to  make  entry  within  thirty  days  from  notice,  his 
application  would  (under  circular  above  quoted)  have  stood  rejected 
without  farther  action. 

The  failure  of  your  office  to  return  it  or  take  any  other  action  look- 
ing  towards  its  final  disposition,  left  it  pending,  and  it  was  still  pend- 
ing on  October  8,  1891,  when  Bush,  who,  as  shown  by  his  repeated 
inquiries  at  the  local  office,  had  been  expecting  its  return,  determined 
to  wait  no  longer,  and  accordingly  made  the  present  entry. 

As  he  was  never  afforded  an  opportunity  of  completing  the  applica- 
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tioD  apou  which  his  right  to  make  timber  culture  entry  was  based,  his 
delay  in  making  entry  can  not  be  attributed  to  negligence  on  his  part. 
Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed  and  Bush's  entry  of  Octo- 
ber 8, 1891,  will  be  considered  as  a  furtherance  and  completion  of  his 
original  application  and  will  be  aUowed  to  stand. 


PRACTICE— NOTICE  OF  APPKAL-SERVTCB. 

Boyle  r.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Oo. 

Notice  of  an  appeal  daly  served  on  a  general  land  agent  of  a  railroad  company  ia 
sufficient  service  on  said  company. 

Seci^etary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 
(J.  L  H.)  17j  1896.  (P.  W.  O.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  November  29,  1895,  was  forwarded  the 
record  in  the  case  of  John  L.  Boyle  t?.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  involv- 
ing lot  3,  NB.  J  8W.  i  and  S.  i  NW,  J,  Sec  35,  T.  28  N.,  R.  8  E.,  Seattle 
laud  district,  Washington,  on  appeal  by  Boyle  from  your  office  decision 
of  June  12,  1895,  holding  for  cancellation  his  commuted  homestead 
entry,  covering  the  tract  before  described,  for  conflict  with  the  grant 
for  said  company. 

A  motion  has  been  filed  on  behalf  of  the  company  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  filed  by  Boyle  for  the  reason  that  the  same  was  not  served  uix>n 
F.  M.  Dudley,  of  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  the  person  named  in  the  notices 
posted  in  the  several  land  offices  in  Washington,  as  the  proper  agent  of 
the  company  upon  whom  all  notices  should  be  served. 

Attached  to  the  appeal  is  the  following  affidavit  of  service: 

Jos.  W.  Gregory,  being  sworn  on  his  oath  says  I  am  the  attorney  of  record  for 
John  L.  Boyle,  in  the  matter  of  his  cash  entry  No.  15115,  for  the  lot  3,  N£.  i  8W.  ^ 
and  S.  i  NW.  i  of  Sec.  35,  Tp.  28  N.,  R.  8  E.,  now  pending  before  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  and  I  have  this  day  made  service  of  notice  of  appeal  and  specificatioa 
of  error  in  said  matter  upon  Thomas  Cooper,  General  Land  Agent  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  R.  R.  Company,  by  sending,  by  registerod  mail,  postage  prepaid,  a  tme  copy 
of  said  notice  of  appeal  and  specification  of  error,  to  said  Cooper,  at  his  office  at 
Tacoma,  Washington^  proof  of  which  mailing  is  hereto  attached  and  made  a  part 
hereof. 

In  snpport  of  the  company's  motion  the  decision  of  this  Department 
in  the  case  of  O'Connor  et  al.  r.  Northern  Pacific  B*  B.  Co.  (15  L.  D., 
247)  is  referred  to. 

That  case  arose  upon  a  inineral  application  which  conflicted  with  a 
st  filed  by  the  company  on  account  of  its  grants  and  hearing  was 
ordered  by  the  local  officers  to  determine  the  character  of  the  lands. 

Notice  of  this  hearing  was  served  upon  a  local  firm  of  attorneys 
who  had  represented  the  company  in  several  other  cases  but  had  never 
filed  a  general  appearance  for  the  company. 
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At  the  hearing  the  compauy  was  not  represented,  the  testimony 
taken  being  ex  parte. 
It  is  tme  that  in  the  O'Connor  case  it  was  held: 

Id  the  absence  of  a  designation  of  a  particular  person,  notice  mi^ht  be  held  to  be 
Bnffieienty  if  given  to  any  agent  of  the  company  resident  in  the  State,  bnt  notice  had 
been  given  of  the  designation  of  F.  M.  Dudley  as  attomey,  to  whom  the  local  officers 
gave  notice  of  their  decision,  and,  in  the  absence  of  notice  to  him,  unless  waived  by 
the  company,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  no  Jurisdiction  was  acquired  over  it,  and  it 
ean  not  be  held  to  be  bound  by  the  testimony  taken. 

In  that  case  notice  had  been  served  upon  a  firm  not  authorized  to 
accept  notice  for  the  company,  and  it  could  not  therefore  be  held  to  be 
boand  by  the  service ;  in  other  words,  no  service  had  been  made.  While 
it  might  be  inferred  from  the  language  used  that  jurisdiction  could  not 
be  acquired  except  by  service  upon  the  designated  attorney,  yet  it  was 
not  the  intention  to  so  hold,  but  rather  to  show  that  in  that  case  no 
service  had  been  made  to  bind  the  company. 

The  company  having  designated  a  person  to  accept  service  for  it,  it 
voald  seem  to  be  proper  to  serve  all  notices  upon  that  person,  but  it 
can  not  be  held  that  service  upon  any  other  proper  person  will  not  bind 
the  company. 

The  decision  in  the  O'Connor  case  can  not  be  enlarged  upon  and  can 
not  be  held  to  be  authority  for  dismissing  the  appeal  now  under  con- 
sideration. 

Under  the  Session  laws  of  1893,  of  the  State  of  Washington,  chapter 
127,  pro\iding  for  the  commencement  of  civil  actions  in  Superior  Courts, 
it  is  provided,  Sec.  7 : 

The  summons  shall  be  served  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof. (^)  If 

against  a  railroad  corporation,  to  any  station,  fifeight,  ticket  or  other  agent  thereof 
within  this  State. 

I  can  see  no  good  reason  why  an  apx>eal  in  the  matter  of  a  contest 
against  the  company,  pending  before  the  land  department,  might  not 
be  served  upon  any  person  authorized  under  the  State  law  to  accept 
service  for  the  company  in  a  civil  action. 

This  appeal  was  duly  served  upon  the  general  land  agent  of  the  com- 
pany at  Tacoma,  Washington,  and  the  service  is  to  my  mind  sufficient, 
and  the  motion  to  dismiss  is  accordingly  denied. 


a^ILBOAB  OBANT— nrOEMNTTT  SEIiECTIOXS-ACT   OF    JUNB  88,   1874. 

SorTHBBN  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

By  the  joint  resolntion  of  June  28,  1870,  authorizing  the  Soutbem  Pacific  B.  R.  Co. 
to  construct  its  road  upon  the  line  designated  by  its  map  of  January  3, 1867,  the 
rights  of  all  persons  who  were  actually  settlers  at  the  date  of  said  joint  resoln* 
tioo  were  protected ;  and  it  accordingly  follows  that  lands  occupying  such  status 
do  not  afford  a  basis  for  indemnity  selections  under  the  act  of  June  22,  1874,  as 
the  company  had  no  title  thereto. 
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A  decision  of  the  General  Land  Office  that  on  relinquishment  a  railroad  company 
will  be  entitled  to  select  indemnity  nnder  the  act  of  Jane  22, 1874,  does  not  pre- 
clude departmental  consideration  as  to  the  right  of  the  company  to  thus  relin- 
quish, when  the  selections  come  before  the  Department  for  approval,  and  if  it  is 
then  found  that  the  company  had  do  title  to  the  land  relinquished  the  selections 
must  be  rejected. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  i7, 1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  October  18,  1895,  resubmit- 
ting  for  the  consideration  and  approval  of  this  Department,  list  No.  3, 
embracing  237.40  acres,  selected  by  the  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co. 
nnder  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  194). 

This  list  has  before  been  the  subject  of  decision  by  this  Department, 
being  considered  in  departmental  decision  of  April  30, 1892  (15  L.  D., 
460),  in  which  its  approval  was  refused  upon  the  ground  that  under  tbe 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  r.  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  and  Texas  By.  Co.  (141  U.  S.,  358),  the  alternate  reserved 
sections  within  the  primary  limits  of  a  railroad  grant  could  not  be 
selected  in  lieu  of  lands  relinquished  by  the  company,  under  the  act  of 
June  22, 1874,  supra. 

Upon  review  said  decision  was  reversed  March  26, 1894,  (18  L.  D., 
275)  and  you  were  directed  to  resubmit  the  list  for  re-examination.  It 
is  in  accordance  with  directions  here  given  that  the  list  is  again  sub- 
mitted by  your  office  letter  of  October  18, 1895,  and  in  said  letter  a 
history  is  given  of  each  of  the  tracts  made  the  basis  for  the  selection  in 
question,  the  same  being  gathered  from  the  records  of  your  office  from 
which  it  appears  that  the  lands  comprising  the  bases  for  the  selections 
in  question  were  all  settled  upon  and  settled  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  joint  resolution  of  June  28,  1870  (16  Stat.,  386),  authorizing  this 
company  to  construct  its  road  upon  the  line  designated  by  the  map 
filed  in  this  Department  January  3, 1867.  By  said  resolution  it  is  pro- 
vided as  follows: 

That  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  California  may  construct  it«  road 
and  telegraph  line,  as  near  as  may  be,  on  the  route  indicated  by  the  map  filed  by  said 
company  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  the  third  day  of  January,  eighteen 
hundred  and  sixty-seven;  and  upon  the  conetruction  of  each  section  of  said  road, 
in  the  manner  and  within  the  time  provided  by  law,  and  notice  thereof  being  giveu 
by  the  company  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  he  shall  direct  an  examination  of 
each  section  by  commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  as  provided  in  tho 
act  making  a  grant  of  land  to  said  company,  approved  by  July  tweuty-seventb, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-six,  and  upon  the  report  of  the  commissioners  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  such  section  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line  has 
been  constructed  as  required  by  law,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  cause  patents  to  be  issued  to  said  company  for  the  sections  of  land 
coterminous  to  each  constructed  section  reported  on  as  aforesaid,  to  the  extent  and 
amount  granted  to  said  company  by  the  said  act  of  July  twenty-seventh,  eighteen 
hundred  and  sixty-six,  expressly  saving  and  reserving  all  the  rights  of  actual  set- 
tlers, together  with  the  other  conditions  and  restrictions  provided  for  in  the  third 
section  of  said  act. 
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In  departmeutal  decision  of  April  23, 1875,  in  the  case  of  Queen  v. 
Soatheni  Pacific  Bailroad  company,  it  was  held  that  the  company's 
right  under  this  grant,  made  by  the  act  of  July  27, 1866  (14  Stat.,  202), 
took  effect  upon  the  filing  of  the  map  of  ^  designated  route  January  3, 
1867. 

Actiug  upon  the  holding  made  in  said  case,  the  company  was 
reqnested  to  relinquish,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  22, 
1874,  in  favor  of  Queen  and  several  others,  whose  lands  are  made  the 
bases  for  the  selections  now  under  consideration.  The  company  duly 
relinquished  as  requested,  said  relinquishments  being  accepted  by  your 
office,  and  the  entries  of  the  parties  have  since  been  passed  to  patent. 

In  departmental  decision  of  August  2, 1878,  in  the  case  of  Tome  et  aL 
r.  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (5  G.  L.  O.,  85),  it  was  held,  quoting  from 
the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  (16  Opinions,  80),  that — 

Although  a  grant  of  lauds  was  made  to  the  company  by  the  act  of  July  27,  1866, 
the  lands  apou  which  it  wonld  operate  were  not  identified  until  the  date  of  the  pas- 
Migeof  the  Joint  resolution  of  June  28, 1870,  authorizing  the  company  to  construct 
ito  road  nx>on  the  line  designated  upon  the  map  filed  in  the  Interior  Department  Jan- 
aarr  3, 1867,  and  that  the  rights  of  aU  parties  who  were  actual  settlers  June  28, 1870, 
were  saved.  Qualified  settlers  prior  to  June  28, 1870,  may  be  allowed  under  the  home- 
st<rad  law.  See'-Southern  Pacific  R.  K.  Co.  v,  Rahall,  3  L.  D.,  321 ;  Southern  Pacific 
K.  R,  Co.  F.  Dooley,  5  L.  D.,  380. 

Under  this  decision  the  claimants  in  whose  favor  the  company  relin- 
qnished,  and  whose  claims  were  made  the  bases  for  the  selections  under 
consideration,  were  duly  protected  by  the  joint  resolution  of  June  28, 
1870,  and  the  company's  relinquishment  under  the  act  of  1874,  must 
therefore  be  held  to  have  been  unnecessary. 

It  is  urged,  however,  by  the  company,  that  as  the  act  of  June  22, 
1S74,  provides: 

If  any  other  lands  granted  be  found  in  the  possession  of  an  actual  settler,  whose 
entry  or  filing  has  been  allowed  under  the  pre-emption  or  homestead  laws  of  the 
VmXeil  States,  subsequently  to  the  time  at  which,  by  the  decision  of  the  land  office, 
the  fight  of  said  road  was  declared  to  have  attached  to  such  lands^  the  grantee,  upon 
a  proper  relinquishment  of  the  land  so  entered  or  filed  for,  shall  be  entitled  to  select 
ID  equal  quantity  of  other  lands  in  lieu  thereof,  etc., 

that  by  its  relinquishment  upon  the  request  of  your  office,  its  right  to 
Biake  a  lieu  selection  under  the  act  of  1874  attached,  and  no  change  of 
rale  affecting  the  question  as  to  the  company's  right  to  the  lands  relin- 
quished, could  affect  its  right  to  make  such  lieu  selection. 

It  has  rei)eatedly  been  held  by  this  Department,  that  the  right  of  the 
company  to  select  indemnity  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  will  not 
be  considered  in  the  absence  of  an  application  to  select  a  specific  tract 
in  lieu  of  that  relinquished.  Central  Pacific  B.  R.  Co.  (6  L.  D.,  815) ; 
Halgrin  Tostenson  (6  L.  D.,  820). 

In  the  case  of  Winona,  St.  Peter  v.  Warner  (6  L.  D.,  611),  it  was  held 
that  a  decision  of  the  land  office  that  on  relinquishment  the  railroad 
company  would  be  entitled  to  select  indemnity  under  the  act  of  June 
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22, 1874,  will  not  preclude  departmental  consideration  as  to  the  right 
of  the  company  to  thus  relinquish,  when  the  selection  comes  before  the 
Department  for  approval,  and  that  selection  under  said  act  must  be 
rejected  if  it  appear  that  the  company  had  no  title  or  right  in  the  tract 
relinquished. 

In  the  case  of  Harris  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (10  L.  D.,  264), 
it  was  held  that  a  relinquishment  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  con- 
fers no  right  upon  the  company  if  the  land  relinquished  was  in  fact 
excepted  from  the  grant. 

Although  the  relinquishments  covering  the  lands  made  the  bases  for 
the  selections  now  under  consideration  were  execut-ed  and  filed  in 
1876,  the  selections  now  under  consideration  were  not  made  until  dur- 
ing the  years  1889  and  1890. 

It  is  unnecessary  therefore  to  determine  what  would  have  been  the 
effect  had  the  company,  after  relinquishing  as  requested  by  your  office, 
and  before  the  change  of  ruling  in  the  matter  of  the  company's  rights 
under  its  grant,  made  selection  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  as  no 
such  question  is  presented  by  the  record  now  before  me,  the  selections 
in  question  having  been  made,  as  before  stated,  after  the  change  of 
ruling  under  which  these  people  were  fully  protected  in  •  their  rights 
without  the  company's  relinquishment. 

Under  departmental  decision  of  August  2,  1878,  before  referred  to, 
with  which  I  concur,  it  must  be  held  that  the  company's  relinquish- 
ment was  unnecessary  for  the  protection  of  the  claims  embracing  the 
tracts  made  the  bases  for  the  selection  now  under  consideration,  and 
under  the  previous  decisions  of  the  Department,  before  referred  to,  I 
must  hold  said  relinquishments  confers  no  right  upon  the  company, 
and  1  must  therefore  again  return  said  list  to  your  office  without  my 
approval. 


PROTESTANT— PRE-EMPTION  FIXAL.  PROOF— PREFERENCOB  RIGHT. 

DAVIES  V.  Cathcart. 

A  protest  agftinst  the  uUowance  of  pre-emption  final  proof  secarea  to  the  proteetant 
no  preference  right  of  entiy,  in  the  event  that  such  proceedings  result  in  canceL 
lation  of  the  pre-emption  declaratory  statement. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offiee^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  17,  1896.  (0.  W.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  Davies  against  Robert  Cath- 
cart, involving  the  N.  i  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  SW.  J  of  the  NW.  \  of 
Sec  31,  T.  5  N.,  B.  28  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles  land  district,  California, 
on  appeal  by  Davies  from  the  decision  of  your  office  of  April  20, 1894. 

It  appears  by  the  record  that  said  Cathoart  made  homestead  entry, 
1^0.  4402,  on  June  27, 1888,  and  said  Davies  filed  declaratory  statement. 
No.  5748,  on  September  10, 1888,  for  the  above-described  traets;  that 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  189 

on  June  5, 1889,  Davies  made  final  proof,  against  the  acceptance  of 
which  Cathcart  filed  protest,  alleging  failure  of  Davies  to  comply  with 
the  pre-emption  law;  that  on  a  hearing  had  before  the  local  officers, 
they  recommended  the  rejection  of  Davies'  final  proof  and  the  cancel- 
lation of  his  declaratory  statement.    Davies  appealed. 

It  farther  appears  that  on  December  22, 1890,  Davies  filed  affidavit 
of  content  against  Gathcart's  entry,  alleging  failnre  to  comply  with  the 
homestead  laws;  that  a  hearing  was  thereon  had,  and  that  the  local 
officers  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry.    Cathcart  appealed. 

Your  office  considered  both  appeals,  in  the  same  decision,  affirming 
the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  the  case  of  Cathcart  v,  Davies,  and 
reversing  it  in  the  case  of  Davies  r.  Cathcart.  Davies  appealed  to  the 
Department,  and  the  decision  of  your  office  in  the  case  of  Cathcart  v. 
Davies  was  affirmed,  and  in  the  case  of  Davies  r.  Cathcart  reversed. 
Davies'  declaratory  statement  and  Cathcart's  homestead  entry  were 
ordered  to  be  canceled.  A  motion  for  review  of  this  decision  was 
denied  June  2, 1893. 

On  December  9, 1892,  Da\'ies  made  application  at  the  local  office  to 
enter  said  tracts  as  a  homestead.  His  application  was  held  suspended 
pending  the  determination  of  said  motion  for  review.  On  July  3, 1893, 
Davies  again  tendered  his  application,  which  was  further  suspended 
owing  to  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  receiver.  On  August  9, 1893,  Davies 
again  tendered  his  homestead  application. 

On  July  6, 1893,  Cathcart  filed  homestead  application  for  said  tracts, 
which  was  held  suspended  for  the  same  reason  that  Davies'  application 
of  Jnly  3,  1893,  had  been  suspended. 

On  August  17, 1893,  the  local  officers  rejected  Cathcart's  application, 
and  on  August  18, 1893,  allowed  Davies  to  make  entry  of  said  land. 

Cathcart  appealed.  Your  office  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  local 
officers,  and  held  that  the  applications  of  Cathcart  and  Davies  should 
be  treated  as  simultaneous,  as  each  had  a  preference  right  of  entry. 

Davies  appeals  to  the  Department. 

In  my  judgment  the  decision  of  your  office  is  erroneous.  The  record 
shows  that  Caihcart  occupied  the  statas  of  a  protestaut,  and  not  of  a 
contestant;  consequently  he  acquired  no  preference  right  of  entry  by 
procuring  the  cancellation  of  Davies'  declaratory  statement. 

The  Bules  of  Practice  (1,  2,  3  and  54),  direct  the  manner  in  which  a 
coDtest  may  be  initiated  and  conducted.  A  compliance  with  these 
roles  fixes  the  status  of  a  person  contesting  an  entry  and  claiming  a 
preference  right  under  the  act  of  May  14, 1880.  The  record  fails  to 
show  a  compliance  with  these  rules,  and  Cathcart  acquired  no  prefer- 
ence right  to  the  land.  Davies'  entry  will  remain  intact.  Your  office 
dedsion  is  reversed^  accordingly. 
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TOWNSITE  ENTRY  IX  OKLAHOMA-PABK  R£SKRVATIOK. 

City  of  Guthrie  v.  Nichols  et  al. 

The  reseryation  of  land  for  park  purposes  is  made  obligatory  upon  townsite  trastees 
by  section  22,  act  of  May  2,  1890,  and  the  occupancy  of  land  by  townsite  set- 
tlers prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  confers  no  rights  upon  said  occupants  as 
against  the  reservation  thereof  under  a  sur\'ey  and  entry  made  after  the  passage 
of  said  act. 

tkcretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

17y  1896.  (E.  E.  TV. 

Statement.— On  the  lOth  of  November,  1892,  the  trustees  of  the 
town  of  Guthrie,  Oklahoma,  entered,  as  the  townsite  of  West  Guthrie, 
all  of  the  W.  i  Sec.  8,  T.  16  K,  E.  2  W.,  except  a  tract  containing  17.9 
acres,  known  as  Noble  Park,  which  was  particularly  described  by  metes 
and  bounds,  and  expressly  excepted  and  reserved  as  a  public  park. 
This  reservation  was  also  expressly  excepted  from  the  patent,  which 
was  issued  on  the  16th  of  February,  1893. 

In  December,  18112,  George  Nichols,  and  some  twenty  or  thirty  other 
persons,  applied  for  deeds  to  separate  portions  of  the  said  reservation, 
describing  their  respective  tracts  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  alleging 
improvement  and  occupancy.  The  trustees  held  that  as  the  laud  was 
not  embraced  in  their  entry,  they  were  without  jurisdiction  to  consider 
these  applications,  and  no  action  was  ever  taken  on  them.  But  on  the 
8th  of  June,  1894,  the  trustees  applied  to  enter  the  land  as  a  townsite, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  occupants  thereof;  and  on  the  15th  of  August, 
1894,  the  city  of  Guthrie  applied,  through  its  legally  constituted  authori- 
ties, to  enter  it  as  a  park  reserve.  The  register  and  receiver  forwarded 
both  of  these  applications  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  and  asked  for  instructions.  On  the  11th  of  January,  1895,  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  ignored  the  application  of  the 
trustees,  and  instructed  the  register  and  receiver  to  accept  the  applica- 
tion of  the  city  of  Guthrie,  which  they  did,  and  the  entry  was  made  by 
the  city  on  the  18th  of  the  same  month.  On  the  28th  of  March,  1895, 
the  said  applicants  for  deeds,  George  Xichols  and  others,  filed  a  protest 
against  the  entry,  and  asked  that  the  trustees  be  required  to  make  deed 
to  them.  On  the  13th  of  April,  1895,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office  overruled  this  protest  and  petition,  and  the  applicants 
api)ealed  to  the  Department. 

In  the  city  of  Guthrie's  application  to  enter  it  is  shown  that  the  city 
of  Guthrie  is  a  duly  organized  municipal  corporation;  that  the  said 
l^oble  Park  contains  more  than  ten  and  less  than  twenty  acres;  that  it 
is  situated  within  the  limits  of  the  said  city  of  Guthrie,  and  that  the 
same  was  surveyed,  platted,  and  expressly  selected  and  reserved  as 
and  for  a  public  park  when  that  part  of  the  city  known  as  West  Guth- 
rie, in  which  the  said  park  is  situated,  was  entered. 
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in  their  decision  refusing  to  take  jurisdiction  the  trustees  say  that  it 
was  impossible  to  lay  off  a  park,  as  required  in  section  22  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  May  2, 1890,  without  disturbing  some  occupants;  that  they 
endeavored  to  distnrb  as  tew  as  possible;  that  the  ground  actually 
selected  had  fewer  people  on  it  than  any  other  portion  of  the  tract; 
and  that  they  made  the  first  surrey  of  the  land. 

Opinion. — Tbe  setting  apart  of  one  or  more  reservations  containing 
in  the  aggregate  not  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty  acres  was  a 
statntory  requirement  with  which  the  trustees  were  compelled  to  com- 
ply. It  is  provided  in  Sec.  22  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  2, 1890, 
26  Stat.,  81,  that— 

hereafter  all  surveys  for  townsites  in  said  Territory  shaU  contain  reservations 
for  parks  (of  substantially  the  same  area  if  more  than  one  park)  and  for  schools  and 
other  phblio  purposes,  embracing  in  tbe  aggregate  not  less  than  ten  nor  more  than 
twenty  acres;  and  patents  for  snob  reservations,  to  be  maintained  for  such  purposesi 
shall  be  issued  to  tbe  towns  respectively  when  organized  as  municipalities. 

And  it  was  said  in  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of 
McGrath,  et  al.,  20  L.  D.,  542,  that— 

The  trustees  of  a  townsite  are  not  authorized  to  make  deed  to  a  lot  until  the  tract 
has  been  surveyed  and  platted  into  lots  and  blocks,  streets  and  alleys.  Rev.  Stat., 
438;  26  Stat.,  109.  By  this  proceeding  the  streets  and  aUeys  are  dedicated  to  pub* 
lie  use,  and  the  trustees  have  no  authority  to  execute  a  deed  to  any  portion  of  either 
a  street  or  an  alley.  To  make  such  survey  and  plat  and  dedication  of  streets  and 
alleys  is  not  only  the  right  of  the  body  of  the  occupants  of  the  site  moving  together, 
but  it  is  a  requirement  of  the  law  which  they  must  comply  with  before  they  may 
enjoy  its  benefits,  and  no  individual  occupant  can  acquire  any  right  to  his  particular 
claim  prior  to  such  survey  and  dedication  as  against  this  right  and  requirement  of 
all  the  occupants  as  a  community.  The  reason  for  such  surveying  and  platting,  and 
dedication  of  streets  and  alleys,  is  too  obvious  to  require  explanation.  Without 
such  care  and  contribution  there  could  be  neither  order,  system,  convenience,  nor 
beauty. 

The  same  mnst  be  said  of  parks.  The  applicants  contend  in  their 
protest  that  they  established  occupancy  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
said  act  of  Congress  of  May  2, 1890,  and  had  thereby  acquired  vested 
rights  in  their  respective  lots  of  which  the  law  could  not  deprive  them. 
Bat  this  contention  is  not  well  taken.  The  purvey  and  entry  of  the 
townsite  were  not  made  until  after  the  passage  of  the  act.  The  sur- 
vey and  entry  could  then  only  be  made  under  its  provisions,  and  by 
their  prior  occupancy  the  applicants  had  acquired  no  rights  as  against 
its  requirement  that  not  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty  acres 
should  be  reserved  for  a  park. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is 
affirmed* 
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CANCEUSD  ENTRY— REINSTAT£M£NT— ADVERSE  RIGHT. 

PEHLING  V.  Bruer. 

A  claimant  under  a  canceled  entry  is  not  entitled  to  reinstatement  after  the  lapee  of 
years  and  in  the  presence  of  an  intervening  adverse  right,  where  his  entry  is  can- 
celed on  aocoonc  of  snpposed  conflict  with  a  prior  claim,  and  he  thereafter  fails 
to  appeal  from  a  denial  of  his  application  to  contest  the  validity  of  said  claim. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Cotnmis^ioiier  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

17j  1896.  (E.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  N.  ^  of  the  S W.  J  and  8W.  J  of  NW.  J,  of  Sec. 
18,  T.  110  N.,  B.  29  W.,  Marshall  land  district,  Minnesota,  and  is  before 
the  Department  upon  motion  for  re-review  of  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Jnly  18, 1895,  adhering  to  the  decision  of  April  18, 1895. 

The  record  shows  that  Bruer  made  soldiers'  additional  homestead 
entry  for  this  land  on  January  12, 1874,  and  that  on  November  24, 1876, 
the  land  was  claimed  by  the  State  of  Minnesota  as  swamp  land  under 
the  act  of  March  12, 1860. 

March  13, 1878,  this  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  for  conflict  with 
the  swamp  land  selection. 

From  that  decision  the  defendant  took  no  appeal. 

Subsequently,  on  October  22, 1892,  your  office  canceled  the  selections 
of  the  State. 

January  12, 1893,  Henry  Pehling  made  homestead  entry  for  the  tract. 
Subsequent  to  the  allowance  of  this  entry,  the  cancellation  of  Bruer^a 
entry  made  in  1878,  was  rescinded  and  Pehling  was  called  upon  to  show 
cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for  conflict  with  that  of 
Bruer. 

Pehling,  in  his  answer  to  such  notice  to  show  cause,  set  out  that  be 
had  made  his  entry  in  good  faith  without  knowledge  that  Bruer  bad 
any  legal  rights  or  equities  to  the  tract,  or  that  he  laid  any  claim 
thereto;  that  since  the  year  1874  he  had  known  the  defendant  Bruer 
and  that  during  that  time  he,  the  defendant,  had  never  occupied  or 
improved  the  same;  that  he  had  made  inquiry  as  to  the  status  of  the 
tract  and  had  been  informed  by  the  local  officers  that  it  had  previously 
been  selected  by  the  State  of  Minnesota  as  swamp  land  but  the  selec- 
tion had  been  canceled  in  1892;  that  the  land  was  government  land, 
and  that,  relying  upon  this,  he  had  made  the  entry  aforesaid. 

In  your  office  decision,  rendered  on  August  12, 1893,  the  entry  ot 
Pehling  was  canceled  in  favor  of  Bruer,  and  upon  appeal,  the  decision 
of  this  Department  of  April  18, 1895  (20  L.  D.,  363),  reversed  the  action 
of  your  office  and  held  that  Bruer,  having  failed  to  appeal  ftom  the 
decision  of  your  office  in  1878  canceling  his  entry,  could  not  then  be 
heard  to  assert  any  title  or  interest  in  and  to  the  land. 

On  July  18, 1895,  the  case  being  then  before  the  Department  upon 
motion  for  review  (21  L.  D.,  65)  and  it  being  urged  that  Bruer  had  no 
notice  of  the  decision  of  your  office  of  1878  canceling  his  homestead 
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entry,  it  was  said  that  that  question  was  improperly  raised  in  the  motion 
for  review  and  should  have  been  presented  when  the  case  was  before  the 
Department  upon  appeal. 

In  the  motion  for  re-review  the  defendant  excepted  to  this  holding 
and  nrged  that  no  notice  having  been  given  to  Bruer  of  the  decision  of 
that  date,  and  Bmer  having  made  an  affidavit  on  January  11, 1879,  in 
the  local  office,  in  which  he  denied  the  reception  of  notice,  that  such 
decision  was  without  force  or  effect,  as  determining  his  rights,  and  that 
it  can  not  be  expected  of  him  to  appeal  when  he  had  no  knowledge  of 
any  adverse  action. 

The  affidavit  is  as  follows: 

State  or  Minmbsota, 

Coviiljf  iif  Brawn,  V,  S.  Land  Office,  New  ITlm,  Minneaoia,  $» : 

Henry  B.  Braer  being  first  dnly  sworn  upon  his  said  oath,  deposes  and  says  that 
heigthe  identical  Henry  B.  Bmer  who  on  the  12th  day  of  Janaary  A.  D.  1874,  has 
msde  application  for  entry  under  the  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States  approved 
liay  20, 1862,  and  March  21, 1864,  entitled  "An  Act  to  secure  homesteads  to  actual 
wtilers  on  the  public  domain,"  upon  the  north  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  sec« 
tioQ  Xo.  18,  in  township  No.  110,  of  range  29,  containing  80  acres,  at  the  U.  S.  Land 
office  at  New  Ulm,  Minn.,  and  received  certificate  for  fees  from  the  receiver  for  the 
pajiaent  of  fees  for  said  application  marked  final  receiver  certificate  No.  2222,  uppli- 
eation  No.  7972. 

That  ever  since  said  application  he  has  been  in  possession  of  said  tract  of  land 
aod  made  considerable  improvemente  thereon. 

That  never  until  this  day,  this  deponent  has  any  intimation  that  his  said  entry 

was  suspended  on  account  of  said  tract  being  swamp  land  reverting  to  the  State  of 

Mbnesota ;  that  he  desired  to  contest  said  claim  and  wishes  to  be  permitted  to  ofier 

proof  as  to  the  character  of  said  lands. 

Henry  B.  Brukb. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  11th  day  of  January  A.  D.  1879. 

C.  C.  GooDNOW,  Rec, 

It  will  be  noted  that  this  affidavit  denies  reception  of  notice  of  the 
decision  of  1878,  and  asks  that  opportunity  be  given  him  to  contest  the 
claim  of  the  State  as  to  the  character  of  the  land. 

Assuming,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  contention  is  right  that 
Qo  legal  notice  was  given  to  Bruer  of  the  decision  of  1878  canceling  his 
entry,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  such  notice  the  decision  was  without 
ibiee  and  effect,  as  determining  his  rights  to  the  land  in  controversy,  it 
can,  nevertheless  be  said  that  if  action  were  taken  upon  his  application 
to  eoutest  the  claim  of  the  Btate,  and  it  were  rejected,  and  from  such 
rejection  no  appeal  was  filed  by  him,  his  rights  would,  by  such  failure 
to  appeal,  cease  an<l  determine. 

In  reply  to  a  communication  addressed  to  your  office  on  January  8, 
1895,  as  to  what  action,  if  any,  was  taken  upon  the  application  of  Bruer 
to  contest  the  selection  of  the  State,  your  office  forwarded  a  copy  of  the 
annotations  appearing  upon  the  records  of  contests  in  the  swamp  land 
division,  chronologically  set  out  as  follows : 

To  R.  &,  R.  Mar.  13,  78,  held  for  cancellation,  to  notify  parties  in  interest,  and 
aUow  sixty  days  for  appeal. 
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July  11,  78,  R.  &  R.  report  dne  notice  given,  the  time  allowed  for  appeal  expired, 
and  no  appeal  filed. 

To  R.  Sc  R.  Jaly  30,  78,  final  cancellation  ordered,  and  homestead  papers  returned 
to  div.  C.  N.  95781,  Feby.  8,  79,  R.  &  R.  transmit  affidavit  &.  application  of  Bmer  to 
^0abmit  evidence  as  to  character  of  land. 

To  R.  &  R.,  April  17,  1879,  application  refused. 
«wamp  claim  rejected  Oct.  22, 1892,  «  K.'' 

^Prior  to  this  time  a  letter  having  been  addressed  to  the  local  office  for 
«vidence  of  service  of  notice  of  the  decision  of  Apnl  17, 1879,  the  local 
officers  replied  that  the  decision  on  file  in  the  office  was  endorsed  as 
fi>llows:  <^  April  17, 1879.  Henry  Bruener.  Baasen  notified  April  22. 
60  days."  No  denial  was  made  by  Bmer  of  the  reception  of  notice 
of  the  rejection  of  his  application  to  contest.  The  law  presumes  that 
everything  that  shoold  be  done  was  done,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  denial 
by  Bmer,  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  notification  given  of  the  rejection 
of  his  application  to  contest  the  claim  of  the  State  was  a  proper  one. 
It  is  found  that  from  the  date  of  the  rejection  of  his  application  to  con- 
test— which  was  subsequent  to  his  knowledge  that  action  had  been 
taken  upon  his  entry — ^np  to  the  year  1892,  he  has  done  nothing  before 
the  land  office,  or  here,  in  assertion  of  any  rights  to  the  land.  Can  it 
be  said  that  after  a  laches  extending  over  a  period  of  fourteen  years, 
be  can  present  such  a  case  now  as  would  entitle  it  to  favorable  recep- 
tion? I  do  not  think  so.  Whatever  rights  he  may  have  possessed^  he 
bafl  lost.  At  the  time  the  entry  of  Pehling  was  allowed,  the  land  was 
unappropriated  public  domain  as  far  as  the  tract-books  of  the  land 
office  or  your  office  show,  and  the  defendant  ha\iug  acquiesced  for  so 
long  a  period  in  the  adverse  action  of  your  office,  will  not  be  now  heard 
to  assert  any  rights  in  the  premises. 

The  motion  is  denied. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRY-COMMUTATION-PERIOD  OF  RESIDENCE. 

Gardner  et  al.  r.  Welstead  et  al. 

^!1ie  reqairement  of  fonrteen  months'  residence  after  entry,  as  a  pre-reqnisite  to  the 
Gommatation  of  a  homestead  entry  made  after  the  amendment  of  section  2301, 
R.  S.y  must  be  observed  even  thongh  settlement  was  made  prior  to  the  amenda- 
tory act;  and  an  entry  so  made,  and  commuted, -without  such  compliance  with 
law,  can  not  be  equitably  confirmed  for  the  benefit  of  transferees,  where  the  com- 
mutation was  made  before  the  expiration  of  fourteen  months  from  date  of  set- 
tlement. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Cofumissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

17 y  1896.  (P.  J.  c") 

it  appears  by  the  record  before  me  that  George  W.  Welstead  pre- 
.«euted  his  application  to  make  homestead  entry,  alleging  settlement 
December  20, 1890,  for  the  NW.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  6,  T.  36  N.,  R, 
•"O  E.,  Wausau,  Wisconsin,  land  district,  January  17,  1891.  This  appli- 
cation was  not  allowed  until  June  11, 1891.  No  reason  is  given  for  its 
'being  withheld.    He  commuted  the  same  to  cash  entry  August  18, 1891. 
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By  his  final  proof  it  is  shown  that  he  commenced  building  December 
20, 1890,  and  established  residence  January  10, 1891. 

On  June  9, 1893,  P.  Gardner  et  aL  filed  affidavits  alleging  that  the 
entryman  did  not  comply  with  the  law  as  to  residence  and  improve- 
ments, and  that  at  the  time  of  the  entry  they  and  others  were  occupying 
said  land  as  a  townsite.  On  these  affidavits,  together  with  the  rei^ort 
of  a  special  agent,  your  office,  by  letter  of  July  26, 1893,  ordered  a 
hearing,  which  was  accordingly  had,  when  G.  S.  Goon  intervened, 
showing  purchase  of  the  land  from  The  Bhinelander  Lumber  and 
Shingle  (Tompany,  which  had  purchased  it  from  the  entryman.  The 
local  officers  decided  against  the  contestants,  holding  that  they  had 
no  adverse  interest  in  the  land,  and  recommended  that  the  proof  be 
allowed  to  stand.  The  contestants  appealed,  and  your  office,  by  letter 
of  March  17,1894,  affirmed  the  finding  of  the  local  office,  as  against  the 
contestants,  but  decided  that  the  final  proof  had  been  prematurely 
made,  in  that  the  claimant  had  not  resided  upon  the  land  fourteen 
months  from  date  of  entry,  as  required  by  section  6  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  and  gave  him  reasonable  time  in  which 
to  make  supplemental  proof  showing  compliance  with  the  requirement, 
and  upon  his  failure  to  do  so,  held  his  entry  for  cancellation.  Both 
parties  have  appealed. 

From  an  examination  of  the  testimony  I  am  satisfied  that  your  office 
has  fairly  and  sufficiently  stated  the  facts,  and  I  see  no  reason  for 
disturbing  the  judgment. 

It  is  contended  that  inasmuch  as  Welstead  settled  on  the  land  Decem- 
ber 20, 1890,  his  rights  should  relate  back  to  that  date,  and  he  should 
be  permitted  to  make  commutation  proof  under  the  law  as  it  stood  at 
the  date  of  his  settlement.  This  question  was  considered  at  length  in 
the  ease  of  Matthew  Benson  (18  L.  D.,  437).  The  facts  in  the  case  at 
bar  are  very  like  those  stated  in  that  case.  An  examination  of  the 
records  in  your  office  shows  that  one  August  L.  Lehman  made  home- 
stead entry  of  the  tract  involved  in  this  controversy,  together  with 
other  land,  on  December  20, 1890,  and  the  same  was  on  relinquishment 
canceled  May  29, 1891.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  so  far  as  disclosed  by  the 
record,  that  Welstead's  right  did  not  attach  prior  to  May  29, 1891.  In 
the  Benson  case  it  was  decided  (syllabus) : 

A  homestead  entry  made  since  the  amendment  of  section  2301  R.  S.,  can  not  be 
commated  without  fourteen  months  residence  and  cultivation  from  date  of  entry, 
even  though  settlement  was  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  amendatory  act. 

This  case  is  distinguished  from  those  of  Herbert  H.  Augusta  (21 
L  D.,  200),  and  Francis  A.  Lockwood  (Id.,  491),  and  Charles  E.  Tomp- 
kins et  aL  (Id.,  203),  in  that  in  those  cases  fourteen  mouths  actual  resi- 
dence, though  part  of  the  time  was  before  entry,  was  held  a  substantial 
compliance  with  the  law,  and  where  the  laud  had  been  transferred  to  a 
hcfoa  fide  transferee,  the  entry  might  be  referred  to  the  board  of  equi- 
table adjudication. 
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In  the  case  at  bar  it  will  be  observed  that  Welstead  claims  settle- 
ment from  December  20, 1890,  and  final  proof  was  submitted  August 
18, 1891,  which  was  about  eight  months  after  settlement. 

Tour  office  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


RESERVATION— EXECUTIVE  ORDER-CONSTITUTIONAL  QUESTIONS. 

WiLLiAH  A.  Barnes. 

A  reservation  of  lands  declared  by  execatiye  proclamatian,  subject  to  Oongcessional 
action  and  subsequently  ratified  by  Congress,  is  operative  from  the  date  of  the 
proclamation. 

Executive  orders  promulgated  by  the  President,  and  acts  of  Congress,  are  presuma- 
bly constitutional,  and  wiU  be  so  regarded  by  the  Department  until  declared 
unconstitutional  by  a  court  of  competent  Jurisdiction. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offi45e,  February 

17,  1896.  (O.  J.  W.) 

On  March  13, 1894,  William  A.  Barnes  made  application  at  the  land 
office  at  Perry,  Oklahoma,  to  enter,  nnder  section  2289,  U.  S.  Revised 
Statutes,  the  27E.  ^,  Sec.  13,  T.  22  N.,  E.  6  E.,  which  application  was 
rejected,  because  included  in  lands  reserved  from  entry.  Barnes 
appealed  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  and  on  July  30,  1894, 
your  office  affirmed  said  decision. 

Barnes  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision,  and  the  only  question 
presented  by  the  appeal  involves  the  constitutionality  of  the  acts  of 
Congress  of  March  3, 1893  (27  Stat,  640),  and  of  May  4, 1894  (28  Stat., 
71)  and  of  the  executive  order  based  on  the  first  named  act. 

The  President  in  his  proclamation  of  August  19,  1 893,  reserved  sec- 
tions 13  and  33,  not  otherwise  reserved  or  disposed  of,  in  the  former 
Cherokee  Outlet,  for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned,  subject  to  the 
action  of  Congress.  The  reservation  of  said  sections  was  made  pursu- 
ant to  Sec  10  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  Marcli  3, 1893,  aforesaid.  Con- 
gress by  act  of  May  4, 1894,  ratitied  the  reservation  of  these  sections. 
The  land  applied  for  is  included  in  said  reservation  and  for  that  reason 
held  not  to  be  subject  to  entry. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  order  of  reservation  could  in  no  event  take 
effect  before  th^  date  of  the  ratifying  act;  but  I  do  not  think  the  posi- 
tion well  taken.  Construing  the  two  acts  of  Congress  together,  the 
one  authorizing  the  reservation  to  be  made,  and  the  other  ratifying  it 
after  it  was  made,  results  in  the  reservation  becoming  effective  from 
the  date  of  the  proclamation  of  the  President  in  which  said  reservation 
was  made.  Executive  orders  promulgated  by  the  President,  and  acts 
of  Congress,  are  presumably  constitutional,  and  will  be  so  regarded  by 
this  Department,  until  declared  unconstitutional  by  a  court  of  comx^e- 
tent  jurisdiction.  Wenzel  r.  St.  Paul  M.  &  M.  R.  R.  Co.  (1  L.  D.,  335); 
Heirs  of  John  E.  Bouligny  (6  L.  D.,  13). 

Your  office  decision  is  approved. 
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PRACTICE-MOTION  TO  DISMISS  CONTEST-REHEARING. 

Hates  v.  Richard. 

Where  the  local  office  sustaiDs  a  motion  to  dismiss  a  contest,  filed  by  a  defendant 
who  snbmits  no  testimony,  and  such  action  is  reversed  ou  appeal,  the  case 
should  he  remanded  for  a  further  hearing  before  the  local  office. 

Secretary  Stnith  to  the  Cammi^aianer  of  the  General  Land  Office.  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  17y  1896.  .  (I.  D.) 

The  defendant  in  the  ca»e  of  Hayes  v.  Eicbard  has  filed  bis  motion 
for  a  reconsideration  of  departmeutal  decision  of  January  19,  1895, 
involving  the  W.  ^  of  the  NE.  i  and  lots  1, 2  and  3,  Sec.  24,  T.  8  S.,  E.  1 
E.,  New  Orleans  land  district,  Louisiana. 

The  defendant,  Eicbard,  made  timber  culture  entry  for  the  land  July 
11,1883,  and  on  August  10,  1891,  after  due  publication,  he  made  final 
proof  before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  the  parish  of  Acadia. 

Hayes  appeared  at  the  taking  of  such  final  proof  and  filed  a  protest 
against  its  acceptance,  cross-examined  Eicbard  and  his  witnesses,  and 
offered  witnesses  against  Eichard's  claim. 

August  11,  1891,  Hayes  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest  against  Eich- 
ard'g  timber  culture  entry,  but  in  such  general  terms  that  it  would 
hardly  warrant  a  hearing,  but  on  August  22, 1891,  he  filed  an  amended 
affidavit  charging  specifically  that  Eicbard  had  failed  to  comply  with 
the  timber  culture  law  during  the  fourth  year.  Notice  on  this  affidavit 
was  not  issued  until  October  17,  1891,  fixing  November  27, 1891  for 
hearing. 

August  27, 1891,  Eicbard  filed  a  relinquishment  of  his  timber  cul- 
ture entry  and  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land.  It 
appears  that  he  did  tliis  because  of  the  advice  of  the  register  who  says 
lie  informed  him  that  his  final  proof  would  be  rejected  for  reasons  the 
raster  then  gave  to  Eicbard. 

November  28,  1891,  your  office  directed  that  Eichard's  homestead 
entry  be  allows  but  that  order  was  made  without  knowledge  of  the 
contest,  indeed,  the  papers  relating  to  the  homestead  entry  were  filed 
in  the  General  Land  Office  sometime  before  the  notice  was  issued  on 
tbe  affidavit.  After  the  evidence  at  the  hearing  (Eicbard  being  pres- 
ent but  offering  no  evidence  on  behalf  of  his  timber  culture  entry), 
Hichard  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest,  which  the  local  officers  did  upon 
two  grounds  stated  by  them. 

Since  then,  appeals,  motions  for  review  and  rehearings  have  been 
made,  and  decisions  made  thereon,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  recapitu- 
late them  in  the  view  taken  of  the  case. 

Richard  had  resided,  with  his  family,  on  the  land  for  eight  years  at 
the  time  he  relinquished  and  applied  for  homestead  entry  and  had  put 
all  his  labor  during  that  time  upon  it,  making  valuable  improvements 
thereon,  and  treated  it  as  his  home.     When  he  filed  his  relinquishment 
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be  acted  under  the  advice  of  the  govenimeiit  land  officers  and  swears 
that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  affidavit  of  contest,  and  the  register 
says  that  Richard  had  no  means  of  knowledge. 

It  appears  clearly  that  Richard's  relinquishmeDt  not  only  was  not 
because  of  Hayes'  contest  and  before  service  of  notice  of  any  contest, 
but  was  in  utter  ignorance  of  its  existence.  The  relinquishment,  then, 
was  made  in  good  faith  and  his  years  of  residence  and  cultivation  of 
the  land  as  an  actual  settler  thereon,  seems  in  equal  good  faith. 

Upon  the  hearing  the  local  officers  dismissed  Hayes'  contest  and 
Hayes  appealed,  and  on  December  23, 1892,  said  appeal  was  sustained; 
the  dismissal  was  reversed  and  said  homestead  entry  held  for  cancel- 
lation. Richard  then  moved  for  a  review  of  this  decision,  which  was 
refhsed  June  1, 1893,  and  June  13, 1893,  he  filed  a  petition  for  a  recon- 
sideration of  said  decisions  of  December  23, 1892,  and  June  1, 1893, 
asking  for  a  rehearing  on  the  grounds  that  he  had  been  misled  by 
the  advice  of  the  register  and  by  the  cancellation  of  said  timber  cul- 
ture entry,  and  the  allowance  of  his  homestead  entry,  and  alleges  that 
he  can  prove  his  compliance  with  the  timber  culture  law  if  allowed. 

Your  office  decision  of  July  29, 1893,  says : 

In  the  light  of  the  oircumstancea  reported  by  your  office,  and  of  the  facte  diB- 
olosed  by  the  said  final  proof,  I  t.iink  that  Jnstice  demands  that  Richard  shonld  be 
aflorded  an  opportunity  to  show  that  he  had  compHed  with  the  reqnirements  of  the 
timber  cnitare  law,  if  it  be  a  fact  that  he  did  make  such  compliance. 

I,  therefore,  revoke,  set  aside  and  vacate  both  the  decision  of  this  office,  of  Decem« 
ber  23, 1892,  holding  said  homestead  entry  for  oanceUation,  and  my  action  of  Jane  1, 
1893,  denying  a  motion  for  a  review  of  that  decision,  and  direct  that  yon  fix  a  day 
for  a  hearing,  duly  notify  the  parties  thereof,  and  serve  upon  each  of  them  a  copy  of 
this  decision. 

At  said  hearing  yon  will  proceed  as  in  ordinary  hearings  in  contest  cases,  and  take 
such  testimony  as  shall  be  submitted  relative : 

First. — To  the  alleged  failure  of  Richard  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the 
timber  culture  laws  during  the  fourth  year  after  his  entry,  and 

Second. — Relative  to  the  question  as  to  whether  the  relinquishment  of  said  timber 
culture  entry  was  the  result  of  Hayes'  contest,  or  wae  the  voluntary  act  of  Richard, 
made  without  a  knowedge  of  the  pending  contest. 

Yon  wiU,  after  the  taking  of  the  testimony,  proceed  under  the  rules  of  practice  to 
render  your  decision  thereon,  notify  the  parties  of  such  decision  and  in  due  time 
transmit  the  record  to  this  office  as  in  other  cases. 

August  1,  1893,  Hayes  appealed  from  said  decision  ordering  a 
rehearing,  stating  seven  grounds  of  error  but  they  are  all  embraced  in 
two  general  propositions:  First,  that  the  Commissioner  abused  his  dis- 
cretion in  revoking  his  former  decisions  and  ordering  a  rehearing;  and 
second,  because  the  testimony  shows  an  utter  failure  on  the  part  of 
Bichard  to  comply  with  the  timber  culture  law. 

On  January  19, 1895,  this  Department  sustained  Hayes'  appeal  and 
reversed  your  office  decision  of  July  29, 1893,  ordering  a  new  hearing. 

May  6, 1895,  Eichard  filed  his  motion  for  review  of  the  decision  of 
January  19, 1895,  stating  several  grounds  of  error  only  part  of  which 
need  be  considered. 
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It  is  urged  on  behalf  of  Hayes  and  against  a  rehearing,  that  Richard 
had  his  day  in  eoort  and  risked  his  case  on  the  evidence  offered  by 
Hayes  and  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  contest  for  reasons  stated  in  said 
motion. 

A  carefnl  review  of  the  record  and  the  facts  in  this  case  shows  tha4 
Eichard  is  an  ignorant  man  and  acted  under  the  advice  of  a  govern- 
ment officer  in  relinquishing  his  timber  culture  entry;  that  he  had  lived 
ou  the  land  for  eight  years  continuously,  at  his  home,  and  put  all  hia 
labor  on  improving  it;  that  the  final  proof,  and  the  evidence  taken  at 
the  hearing  together,  leave  the  case  in  a  state  of  honest  doubt  without 
considering  the  report  of  the  special  agent  which  appears  among  the 
papers;  that  although  present  at  the  hearing  in  person  and  by  attorney^ 
he  still  acted  on  the  belief  that  the  register's  advice  was  sound  and  that 
after  relinquishing  his  timber  culture  entry  on  the  record,  his  homestead 
entry  would  be  good  and  would  save  the  land. 

Your  said  office  decision  of  July  29, 1893,  says : 

In  view  of  the  peculiar  ciionmBtances  Burroundiiig  this  case^  and  especially  of  the 
fictB  set  forth  in  yonr  said  report  of  Jnne  23d,  I  do  not  think  that  this  office  was  ii% 
possession  of  sufficient  evidence  at  the  date  of  its  said  decisions  of  December  29J^ 
1882,  and  Jane  1st,  1893,  to  Justify  the  actions  then  taken, 

and  ordered  a  rehearing  as  hereinbefore  stated. 

Without  passing  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  on  the  charge 
against  the  timber  culture  entry,  it  at  least  presents  such  a  case  am 
comes  within  rule  of  practice  72,  and  it  cannot  be  held  that  any 
abase  of  discretion  was  committed  in  the  office  decision  of  July  29i^ 
1893.  At  the  hearing,  while  Kichard  did  not  offer  testimony,  he  moved 
to  dismiss  the  contest  after  the  evidence  of  contestant  had  been  beards 
That  motion  being  sustained,  he  was  not  called  upon  to  offer  proof  ta 
sustain  the  timber  culture  entry. 

Where  the  local  office  sustains  a  motion  to  dismiss,  filed  hy  a  defendant  who  snl^ 
mitB  no  testimony,  and  such  action  of  the  local  office  is  reversed  on  appeal,  the  cas* 
ihoald  be  remanded  for  the  forther  action  of  said  office.  Bradford  v.  Aleshire  (1ft 
L.  D.,  78). 

Departmental  decision  of  January  19, 1895,  is  vacated  and  set  aside 
and  your  office  decision  of  July  29, 1893,  is  approved.  The  case  will 
be  remanded  for  a  rehearing  as  therein  stated. 
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PRIVATE  CLAIM-SCRIF-ACT  OF  JUNE  ««,  18«0. 

Manuel  Gaboia. 

A  private  land  claim  having  been  confinned  in  its  entirety  by  Judicial  proceedings 
ander  the  act  of  June  22,  I860,  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof,  and  a  decree 
entered  that  the  claimant  shoald  have  patent  for  a  specified  number  of  acres, 
found  by  the  court  to  have  been  unsold  by  the  government,  and  scrip  for  the 
remainder,  and  it  appearing  that  a  part  of  the  lands  so  confirmed  in  place  had 
in  fact  been  disposed  of  by  the  government  prior  to  said  decree,  additional  scrip 
may  issue  to  cover  said  deficit,  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  section  6,  of 
said  act,  and  the  manifest  purpose  of  the  court. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  27, 1896.  (G.  C.  R.) 

Yoar  office  letter  ('^G")  of  December  18, 1895,  refers  to  the  Spaoish 
grant  to  Manuel  Garcia,  made  September  1,  1806,  by  the  Spanish 
inteudant  Morales;  also  to  the  judgment  of  the  Uuited  States  diHtrict 
court  of  Louisiana,  rendered  May  15, 1874,  wherein  the  petition  of  the 
heirs  of  Manuel  Garcia,  praying  for  the  confirmation  of  said  grant,  was 
allowed,  and  the  grant  confirmed. 

The  suit  appears  to  have  been  instituted  on  the  28th  day  of  August, 
1872,  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1860  (12  Stat.,  85),  extended  by  the  acts 
of  March  2, 1867  (14  Stat.,  544),  and  June  10, 1872  (17  Stat.,  378),  said 
heirs  claiming  confirmation  of  their  title  to  certain  tracts  of  land 
embracing  15^000  arpents. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  all  the  land  embraced  in  the  grant  to 
Manuel  Garcia  had  been  disx)osed  of  by  the  United  States,  with  the 
exception  of  621.53  acres;  and  the  court  decreed  that  patents  for  that 
residue  '^must  be  issued  to  the  plaintiffs  under  the  11th  section  of  the 
act  of  1860,"  and  for  the  remainder  of  the  grant  (12,128.47  acres) 

eertificates  of  location  must  be  issued  to  the  claimants  under  the  sixth  section  of  aaid 
act,  for  dvery  legal  requisite  of  title  having  been  established  by  said  claimants,  their 
right  to  the  land  granted  to  their  ancestors  must  be  acknowledged  and  the  title 
confirmed. 

On  appeal,  this  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  United  States  supreme 
court  on  January  22, 1877. 

It  appears  from  your  said  office  letter  that  the  mandate  of  the 
supreme  court  has  been  satisfied  as  to  the  12,128.47  acres,  scrip  having 
issued  for  that  amount,  and  certificates  of  location  filed  therefor.  It 
appears,  however,  that  of  the  tracts  which  had  been  confirmed  in  place, 
amounting  to  621.53  acres,  patent  only  is3ued  for  458.22  acres.  The 
mandate  of  the  court  could  not  in  iiill  be  carried  out,  for  the  reason 
that  of  the  lauds  confirmed  in  place  128.11  acres  thereof  had  long  prior 
to  the  filing  of  the  petition  been  disposed  of  by  the  United  States. 

There  was  an  error  also  made  by  the  court  as  to  the  area  of  the  NE. 
i  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  30,  T.  3  S.,  R.  3  E.,  Greensburg,  Louisiana,  which 
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was  given  by  the  court  as  containing  75.18  acres,  while  it  actually  con- 
tained 39.98  acres,  a  discrepancy  of  35.20  acres. 

It  is  thus  seen  that  there  was  a  deficit  of  163.31  acres;  in  other  words, 
the  court  confirmed  to  the  heirs,  as  lands  in  place  under  the  grant, 
621.53  acres,  and  directed  patent  to  issue  therefor,  and  your  office  can 
not  carry  out  the  mandate,  because  there  is  a  deficit  of  lauds  in  place  of 
163.31  acres. 

It  appears  that  one  of  the  heirs  of  Garcia,  through  her  attorney,  has 
applied  for  a  patent  for  this  residue,  and  your  office  is  of  opinion  that 
"the  heirs  and  legal  representatives  of  Manuel  Garcia  are  entitled  to 
additional  scrip  for  163.31  acres,"  but  in  view  of  the  tbrmer  holdings  of 
your  office  to  the  contrary,  the  question  is  submitted  to  this  Depart- 
ment for  a  decision,  etc. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  court  sustained  the  validity  of  the  Garcia 
grant  to  the  full  extent  of  15,000  arpents,  or  12,750  acres.  It  was  also, 
doubtlees,  the  purix)se  of  the  court  to  award  to  the  heirs  of  Garcia 
''eertificates  of  location  "  equivalent  in  acreage  to  the  full  quantity  of 
]and  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  then  disposed  of  by  the  govern- 
ment Had  all  the  facts  been  before  the  court,  it  can  not  be  doubted 
that  under  section  6  of  the  act  of  1860  {supra)  the  court  would  have 
directed  '*  certificates  of  location  "  for  12,291.78,  which,  with  the  458.22 
acres  m  place,  would  have  filled  the  full  measure  of  the  grant 

Section  11  of  the  act  of  1860  (supra)  provides,  among  other  things, 
for  certain  proceedings  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States, 
wherein  the  lands  claimed  may  lie;  it  also  provides  that,  if  the  decree 
be  against  the  United  States,  an  appeal  shall  be  entered  to  the  supreme 
coort  of  the  United  States,  etc., 

which  decision  shall  be  final,  and  patent  shall  thereupon  issue,  if  the  claim  shall  be 
adjudged  valid,  for  so  much  of  the  lands  claimed  as  remain  unsold,  and  for  so  much 
as  may  have  been  sold,  the  provisions  of  section  6  of  this  act  shall  apply. 

Section  6  of  said  act  provides : 

That  whenever  it  shall  appear  that  lands  claimed ,  and  the  title  to  which  may  be 
ooofirmed  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  have  been  sold  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the 
United  States  prior  to  such  coniirmation,  or  where  the  surveyor-general  of  the  dis* 
trict  shall  ascertain  that  the  same  cannot  be  surveyed  and  located,  the  party  in 
whose  favor  the  title  is  confirmed  shall  have  the  right  to  enter  upon  any  of  the  pub- 
hclands  of  the  United  States  a  quantity  of  land  equal  in  extent  to  that  sold  by  the 
govemment:  Provided,  That  said  entry  be  made  only  on  lands  subject  to  private 
entry  at  one  dollar  aud  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  and  as  far  as  may  be  possible  in 
legal  divisions  and  subdivisions,  according  to  the  surveys  made  by  the  United 
SUtee. 

The  fact  that  the  court  overestimated  the  acreage  of  the  land  in 
place,  and  jier  force  of  this  circumstance  underestimated  the  quantity 
of  laud  for  which  certificates  of  location  were  to  be  issued,  should  not 
result  in  defeating  the  main  purpose  of  the  court,  namely:  to  confirm 
the  grant  as  a  whole,  aud  to  secure  to  the  heirs  the  full  quantity  of  the 
land  remaining  in  place  and  indemnity  for  the  residue. 


202  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE    PUBLIC   LANDS. 

I  think  section  G  of  said  act  (above  quoted)  clearly  ^ves  the  heirs  of 
Garcia  the  right  to  the  quantity  of  land  applied  for.  The  mandate  of 
the  court  will,  therefore,  be  carried  out  by  the  issuance  of  scrip  for  the 
163.31  acres,  and  entry  will  be  allowed  on  lands  subject  to  private 
entry  at  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  as  far  as  possible  in 
legal  divisions  and  subdivisions. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  approved. 


RAILROAD  GRANT-IXDEMNITT  SELECTIONS-SPECTFICATION  OF   LOSS. 

St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Ry.  Oo.  tj,  Lambbck. 

Indemnity  selections  aocompanied  by  designation  of  loss  in  bnlk,  made  prior  to  the 
specific  departmental  requirement  that  lost  lands  sboold  be  arranged  tract  for 
tract  with  the  lands  selected,  operate  to  protect  the  right  of  the  company  as 
against  subsequent  applications  to  enter,  made  prior  to  said  requirementi  and 
the  rearrangement  of  losses  in  accordance  therewith. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Febru- 
(J.  I.  H.)  ary  17, 1896.  (P.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  filed  on  behalf  of  the  St.  Paal,  i^liniie- 
apolis  and  Manitoba  By.  Company,  from  yonr  ofQce  decision  of  Sep- 
tember 24ty  1894,  holding  for  cancellation  its  indemnity  selection,  list 
No.  15,  as  to  lota  16  and  17,  Sec.  7,  T.  122  N.,  K.  31  W.,  St.  Cloud  land 
district,  Minnesota,  with  a  view  to  allowing  the  homestead  application 
of  Joseph  Lambeck. 

This  land,  it  appears,  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  common  to  the 
grants  for  both  the  main  line  and  the  St.  Vincent  Extension  of  said 
road,  and  was  selected  on  account  of  the  grant  for  the  St.  Vincent 
Extension  November  13, 1885.  Its  list  of  selections  was  accompanied 
by  a  list  of  losses  equal  in  amount  to  the  lands  selected  but  was  not 
arranged  tract  for  tract  with  the  selected  lands. 

While  in  this  condition,  to  wit,  on  September  3, 1891,  Lambeck  ten- 
dered a  homestead  application  for  the  land,  which  was  rejected  by  the 
local  officers  for  conflict  with  the  company's  selections,  and  he  duly 
appealed  to  your  office. 

Under  the  directions  given  by  this  Department  in  its  decision  in  the 
case  of  La  Bar  v.  Northern  Pacific  K.  R.  Co.  (17  L.  D.,  406),  this  com- 
pany was,  during  the  month  of  December,  1893,  called  upon  to 
re-arrange  its  indemnity  selections  so  as  to  designate,  tract  for  tracts 
the  lands  lost  in  place,  in  lieu  of  which  selections  had  been  made. 
Acting  under  this  call  the  company  on  June  6, 1894,  filed  its  re-arranged 
list  in  which  the  same  losses  were  used,  but  re- arranged  to  show  the 
losses  tract  for  tract  with  the  lands  selected  in  its  list  filed  November 
13, 1886. 

Your  office  decision  holds  that  the  company's  selection  as  originally 
presented  was  invalid,  and  recognizes  the  intervening  right  of  Lam- 
beck. 
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Prior  to  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  this  case  of  La  Bar  v. 
Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  supra,  there  was  no  specific  requirement 
that  the  lost  lands  should  be  arranged  tract  for  tract  with  the  selected 
lands,  the  circular  of  1879  merely  requiring  the  designation  of  losses 
made  the  bases  for  the  selections. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  company's  rights  were  duly  pro- 
tected under  the  selection  as  made  in  1885,  and  as  they  have  since 
complied  with  the  requirement  in  re-arranging  their  losses  so  as  to 
show  a  specific  loss  for  each  tract  selected,  no  rights  were  acquired  as 
against  the  grant  by  the  presentation  of  Lambeck's  application  in  1891* 

No  other  sufficient  reason  being  assigned  to  avoid  the  company's 
selection,  I  must  reverse  your  office  decision  and  sustain  the  action  of 
the  local  officers  in  rejecting  Lambeck's  application. 


APPLICATIOX  TO  ENTER-CONTESTANT'S  PREFERRED  RIGHT. 

State  of  California,  v.  Beeves. 

Applications  to  enter  filed  subject  to  a  contestant's  preferred  right  of  entry  take 
precedence  in  the  order  of  filing,  if  the  contestant  fails  to  exercise  his  privilege. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ojficej  February 

17,  1896.  (A.  E.) 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  State  froDi  your  office  decision  of  December 
28,  I8d4,  affirming  the  local  office  in  rejecting  the  school  land  indemnity 
selection  by  the  State  of  California  of  the  NE.  i  of  the  KE.  i,  and  the 
SE.  i  of  NB.  i  Sec.  18,  Tp.  5  N.,  B.  10  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  Cali- 
fornia. The  selection  was  rejected  because  covered  by  the  prior  appli- 
cation of  Albert  F.  Beeves. 

The  record  shows  that  one  Cora  L.  Mathiason  obtained  the  cancella- 
tion of  a  desert  land  entry  covering  the  N.  ^  and  SE.  ^  of  said  Sec. 
18,  and  that  she  was  notified  of  her  preference  right  on  August  16, 1894. 
On  August  10, 1894,  before  the  above  notification  but  after  the  decision 
in  favor  of  Mathiason,  one  Albert  Reeves  applied  to  make  desert  land 
entry  of  the  N.  ^  of  the  section.  This  application  was  held  to  await 
the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  allowed  Mathiason  within  which  'to 
exercise  her  preference  right.  On  September  13, 1894,  she  made  entry 
of  the  SE.  J,  the  W.  i  of  the  NE.  J  and  the  E.  J  of  the  NW.  i  of  said 
section,  leaving  the  E.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  the  section  vacant.  On  the 
same  day,  but  just  prior  to  the  entry  of  Mathiason,  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia presented  its  selection  of  the  E.  ^  of  the  NE.  ^,  same  section. 
Action  on  this  was  suspended  to  await  the  action  of  Mathiason,  and 
also  the  application  of  Beeves,  both  of  whom  were  held  to  have  rights 
»aperior  to  the  State. 

Mathiason  having  exercised  her  right,  and  left  part  of  the  land  cov- 
ered by  the  application  of  Reeves  vacant,  the  local  office  notified  him. 
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and  on  October  16, 1894,  he  came  in  and  changed  his  application  to 
contbrm  with  the  record,  and  his  entry  was  allowed  for  the  E.  ^  of  NE.  ^ 
of  said  section. 

The  State  selection  for  the  E.  ^  of  the  NE.  i  was  then  rejected,  and 
it  appeale<l.    On  December  28, 1894,  your  office  affirmed  the  local  office. 

The  saccessful  contest  of  Mathiason  gave  her  the  privilege  of  enter- 
ing the  land  within  thirty  days  after  she  received  notice  that  the  con- 
tested entry  had  been  canceled.  The  application  of  Reeves  held  for 
him  all  land  in  his  application  subject  only  to  the  right  of  Mathiason. 
Had  the  land  been  segregated  or  reserved,  the  application  of  Beeves 
should  have  been  rejected.  A  contestant's  preference,  however,  is  not 
a  segregation  of  the  land,  but  merely  a  right  to  be  preferred  for  thirty 
days  as  against  others  than  the  government.  Sueh  a  suspension  of  the 
land  to  entry  does  not  prevent  the  filing  of  other  applications  for  the 
land  any  more  than  the  filing  of  a  declaratory  statement,  and  should 
the  saccessful  contestant  fail  to  exercise  his  or  her  privilege,  the  next 
application  in  the  order  of  filing  has  the  preference. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  Beeves  was  clearly  entitled  to  make 
entry  of  so  much  in  his  application  as  was  not  segregated  by  the  entry 
of  Mathiason,  as  his  application  was  prior  to  the  selection  of  the  State. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


RAILROAD  LANDS— ACT  OF  JAXUARY  «8,  1896. 

Circular. 

Department  op  the  Interior, 

Oenkral  Land  Oppice, 
Washington^  D.  C,  February  20y  1896. 
Begisters  and  Beoeivers, 

San  Francisco,  Stockton^  and  Visaliay  CaL;  The  Dalles,  La  Orande, 
and  Oregon    City,   Oregon;  North    Yakima^  Walla  Walla   and 
Vancouver^  Washington. 
Gentlemen:  Tour  attention  is  called  to  the  act  of  Congress  approved 
Jannary  23, 1896 (Public,  No. 8),  which  is  as  follows: 

That  ^'Aq  Act  to  amend  an  Act  entitled  'An  Act  to  forfeit  certain  lands  b6retofor« 
granted  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  construction  of  railroads,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses/  approved  September  twenty-ninth,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety,  and  the  nev- 
eral  Acts  amendatory  thereof/'  approved  December  twelfth,  eighteen  hundred  and 
ninety -three,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  amended  so  as  to  read  .'is  follows : 

"That  section  three  of  an  Act  entitled  'An  Act  to  forfeit  certain  lands  heretofore 
granted  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  construction  of  railroads,  and  for  other 
purposes,'  approved  September  twenty-ninth,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety,  and  the 
several  acts  amendatory  thereof,  be,  and  the  same  is,  amended  so  as  to  extend  the 
time  within  which  persons  entitled  to  purchase  Innds  forfeited  by  said  Act  shall  be 
permitted  to  purchase  the  same,  in  the  quantities  and  upon  the  terms  provided  in 
said  section,  at  any  time  prior  to  Jannary  first,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-seven: 
Provided,  That  actual  residence  upon  the  lands  by  persons  claiming  the  right  to 
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purchase  the  same  'shall  not  be  reqnireil  where  such  lands  have  been  fenced,  culti- 
Tsted,  or  otherwise  improved  by  snoh  claimants,  and  such  persons  shall  be  permitted 
toparchase  two  or^more  tracts  of  such  lands  by  legal  subdivisions,  whether  contig- 
noas  or  not,  but  not  exceeding  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  in  the  aggregate.'' 

In  view  of  this  legislation,  actual  residence  upon  the  lands  by  per- 
sons claiming  the  right  to  purchase  the  same  under  the  act  of  1890, 
iupra,  is  not  required  where  such  lands  have  been  fenced,  cultivated, 
or  otherwise  improved  by  such  claimants,  and  such  persons  shall  be 
permitted  to  purchase  two  or  more  tracts  of  such  lands  by  legal  sub- 
divisions, whether  contiguous  or  not,  but  not  exceeding  three  hundred 
and  twenty  acres  in  the  aggregate. 

Very  respectfally,  E.  F.  Bbst, 

Assistant  Commissioner, 
Approved  February  20, 1896. 
HoKS  Smith,  Secretary. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-CONTESTANT— CXTLTIVATION. 

Keas  V,  Ludlow. 

The  law  does  not  require  a  person  who  contests  a  homestead  entry  on  the  g^und  of 
abandonment  to  possess  the  quallflcAtions  of  an  entrymau.  Until  the  contestant 
seeks  to  avail  himself  of  the  preferred  right  attendant  upon  success  his  qualifi- 
cations will  not  be  considered. 

Planting  a  crop  with  no  expectation  or  intention  of  securing  a  return  therefrom  is 
not  compliance  with  the  homestead  law  in  the  matter  of  cultivation. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 

21j  1896.  (J.  McP.) 

Harley  Y.  Keas  has  appealed  to  this  Department  from  your  decision 
"H''  of  July  17, 1894,  dismissing  his  contest  against  homestead  entry 
No.  7216  made  by  Charles  8.  Ludlow  June  24, 1889,  for  the  SW.  J  of 
Sec.  28,  T.  21  S.,  E.  29  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  Visalia,  California,  land  district. 

As  the  record  discloses  that  a  question  of  jurisdiction  was  presented 
by  the  defendant  during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  it  will  first  be  con- 
sidered. 

Harley  V.  Beas,  the  contestant,  was  called  as  a  witness  by  the 
defense,  and  asked  his  age.  He  stated  that  he  was  bom  February  28, 
1873.  Whereupon  counsel  for  Ludlow  moved  that  the  contest  be  dis- 
missed, for  the  reason  that  Harley  V.  Beas,  the  contestant,  was  under 
tlie  age  of  twenty-one  years  on  the  3d  day  of  October,  1893,  the  day  on 
which  the  affidavit  of  contest  was  filed,  and  that  when  said  contest  was 
filed,  and  notice  issued  that  said  Beas  was  a  minor;  that  he  did  not 
appear  by  guardian,  nor  as  the  authorized  agent  of  the  government; 
that  said  Beas  was  incompetent  to  prosecute  this  suit  in  the  Land 
Office,  and  that  all  proceedings  taken  were  null  and  void,  as  such  an 
affidavit  would  not  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  local  officers. 

The  action  of  the  local  officers  in  overruling  the  motion  to  dismiss 
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was  correct.  The  law  does  not  require  a  x>erson  contesting  a  homestead 
entry,  on  the  groand  of  abandonment,  to  possess  the  (qualifications  of 
an  entryman. 

Until  such  person  attempts  to  avail  himself  of  the  preference  right 
accruing  to  a  successful  contestant,  his  qualification  wiU  not  be  con- 
sidered. 

There  is  no  serious  conflict  as  to  the  facts  in  the  case. 

It  appears  that  Oharles  S.  Ludlow,  the  claimant,  successfully  con- 
tested a  previous  entry  embracing  the  land  in  controversy;  that  upon 
the  conclusion  of  the  former  suit  and  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  that 
had  previously  existed,  Ludlow,  on  June  24,  1889,  made  homestead 
entry  No.  7216,  for  the  land,  and  in  December,  1889,  erected  thereon  a 
small  but  comfortable  house,  made  of  lumber  and  costing  about  $26, 
exclusive  of  the  labor  expended  on  its  construction;  that  he  remained 
on  the  land  at  the  time  his  house  was  built  some  two  or  three  weeks, 
and  began  to  dig  a  well,  which  on  account  of  the  difficulty  encountered 
in  the  work  necessary  to  its  completion  he  abandoned  and  instead 
cleaned  out  a  spring  from  which  to  procure  his  supply  of  water. 

After  the  completion  of  his  house  Ludlow  did  not  reside  continuously 
on  the  land.  He  paid  occasional  visits  thereto  usually  at  intervals  of 
several  months,  and  on  these  visits  he  remained  only  a  few  days.  He 
plowed  and  planted  to  wheat  for  several  seasons  a  small  portion  of  the 
land,  much  less  than  an  acre  in  area,  with  no  intention  of  reaping  any- 
thing, but  merely  to  comply  with  what  he  supposed  was  the  require- 
ment of  the  law.  None  of  the  land  was  fenced,  and  it  seems  that  the 
stock  of  the  neighbors  ran  at  large,  rendering  it  impossible  to  raise  a 
crop  on  this  land  without  fencing  the  x)ortion  cultivated.  The  tract  is 
hilly  and  mountainous,  partially  timbered,  difficult  to  pat  in  a  fiurm-like 
condition,  and  is  better  adapted  to  grazing  than  for  agriculture.  The 
claimant  was  a  man  of  weakly  constitution  when  his  entry  was  made 
and  in  December,  1891,  he  was  stricken  with  partial  paralysis,  which 
rendered  him  unfit  to  do  any  work  for  three  months,  and  since  that 
time  he  has  been  unable  to  perform  continuous  manual  labor.  He  is 
unmarried,  and  his  physical  infirmities  render  it  unsafe  for  him  to  reside 
alone  for  any  considerable  period.  He  was  poor  financially  and  could 
not  hire  the  enclosing  and  improvement  of  the  land,  as  the  cost  for 
fencing  and  clearing  the  tract  was  beyond  his  means.  He  was  not 
stroug  enough  to  do  the  work  himself  and  assigns  this,  with  his  financial 
inability  to  hire  the  work  done  as  an  excuse  for  his  entire  failure  to 
comply  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  cultivation. 

The  local  officers  held  that  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
Ludlow  should  not  lose  his  land.    Tou  concurred  in  their  conclusions. 

The  homestead  law  under  which  Ludlow  made  his  entry  require  five 
years'  continuous  residence  and  cultivation  to  entitle  the  entryman  to 
patent.  It  declares  that  an  abandonment  of  the  premises  for  a  jieriod 
of  six  months  by  the  entryman  will  work  a  forfeiture  of  his  rights. 
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Furthermore,  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  gives  to  the  party  who  success- 
faUy  contests  a  homestead  entry  a  preference  right  to  make  entry  for 
said  land  within  a  prescribed  time.  Eeas,  the  contestant  herein,  has 
brought  this  contest  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  cancellation  of 
this  entry.  If  he  has  established  his  charges,  he  is  entitled,  under  the 
law,  to  a  judgment  canceling  Ludlow's  entry.  It  is  not  a  case  wherein 
only  the  rights  of  the  entryman  and  the  government  are  concerned, 
bat  one  in  which  the  contestant  has  an  interest  conferred  on  him  by 
statute. 

Did,  therefore,  Ludlow  abandon  the  land  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute?    If  so,  his  entry  must  be  canceled. 

That  be  did  not  cultivate  and  plant  to  crop  any  part  of  the  land 
with  the  intention  of  harvesting,  is  admitted  by  the  defense.  Accord- 
injT  to  the  testimony  of  Ludlow  the  planting  of  a  small  portion  of 
land — much  less  an  acre — for  several  seasons,  to  wheat,  was  for  the 
purpose  of  complying  with  the  letter  of  the  law.  As  the  land  was 
mifenced  and  subject  to  the  depredations  of  the  stock  running  at  large 
iu  the  community,  it  was  not  expected  that  any  crop  could  be  grown. 
Is  the  mere  planting  of  a  crop,  with  the  knowledge  that  it  will  be 
destroyed,  a  compliance  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  cultivation!  I 
think  not.  The  fact  that  the  land  is  difficult  to  reduce  to  a  state  of 
cultivation  is  no  excuse  why  some  effort  should  not  be  used  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  Ludlow  knew  the  character  of 
the  land,  and  his  financial  condition  when  he  made  entry  of  the  land. 
He  knew  also  the  condition  of  his  health,  which,  it  seems,  even  then 
prevented  him  from  doing  heavy  manual  labor.  According  to  the  tes- 
timony of  his  brother  Koss,  he  had  been  more  or  less  a  <<  charge"  on 
the  family  for  a  period  of  six  years  prior  to  the  hearing.  His  infirm- 
ity, therefore,  antedated  his  entry,  by  two  years.  It  is  true  that  the 
testimony  showed  that  since  December,  1891,  his  condition  was  much 
more  unfortunate  than  it  was  preceding  that  date,  and  indicates  that 
it  would  be  unsafe  for  him  to  remain  alone  on  his  homestead.  But  it 
is  also  true  that,  after  the  initiation  of  his  claim,  and  prior  to  Decem- 
ber, 1891,  when  he  was  stricken  with  partial  paralysis,  from  the  effects 
of  which  he  had  not  recovered  at  the  date  of  the  hearing,  he  had  not 
complied  with  the  law,  either  as  to  residence  or  improvements.  He 
had  only  x>aid  occasional  visits  to  the  land,  and  so  seldom  were  these 
visits,  and  of  such  short  duration,  that  his  near  neighbors,  who  were 
frequently  on  the  land,  and  near  his  house,  had  never  seen  him  on 
the  land,  with  the  exception,  perhaps,  of  the  time  his  house  was 
erected. 

Whatever  the  hardship  to  the  entryman  may  be,  the  conditions  upon 
which  he  made  his  entry,  imx)osed  by  the  legislative  department  of  the 
government,  have  been  broken,  and  rights  recognized  by  the  law,  other 
than  those  of  the  entryman  and  the  government,  have  intervened; 
therefore  your  decision  must  be  reversed,  and  Ludlow's  entry  canceled. 
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TIMBER    CULTURE    ENTRY— APPLICATION    TO     ENTER-EQUITABLE 

ACTION. 

ZicKLER  V.  Chambers. 

An  application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  land  covered  by  a  subaisting  timber  cnl- 
tnre  entry,  nnder  which  final  proof  has  not  been  made  within  the  statutory 
period,  does  not  confer  upon  the  applicant  the  statns  of  an  adverse  claimant 
entitled  to  be  heard  as  against  subsequent  equitable  action  on  the  timber  cul- 
ture entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Qjfioe,  February 

21j  1896.  (B.  B.) 

The  land  involved  is  the  N  W.  \  section  33  T.  3  S.  B.  14  W.  Kirwin, 
Kansas,  for  which  Louis  L.  Chambers  made  timber  culture  entry  ISTo. 
5274,  May  29, 1879.  John  Zickler  presented  his  application  to  enter 
the  same  land  as  a  homestead  May  31, 1892,  which  was  received  by  the 
local  officers  subject  to  Chambers'  timber  culture  entry.  The  local 
officers  notified  Chambers  of  their  action,  and  allowed  him  sixty  days 
to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for  failure  to  make 
final  proof  within  thirteen  years  from  the  date  thereof. 

On  July  8, 1892,  Chambers  appeared  with  his  witnesses  to  make 
final  proof,  and  on  the  same  day  Zickler  appeared  by  attorney  and 
moved  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  and  a  hearing  in  the  premises.  The 
local  officers  overruled  the  motion,  accepted  Chambers^  proof,  and  on  the 
same  day,  issued  their  certificate  for  the  land  in  his  favor  as  a  basis  for 
patent  thereto.  Zickler  duly  appealed  to  your  office  contending  that 
he  was  an  adverse  claimant;  that  Chambers  had  shown  no  sufficient 
excuse  for  his  failure  to  make  his  final  proof  within  the  statutory  period, 
and  that  a  hearing  should  have  been  allowed  to  enable  him  (Zickler)  to 
disprove  the  excuse  alleged  by  Chambers.  On  November  8, 1893,  your 
office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  office  and  held  that  << Chambers' 
entry  may  be  adjudicated  upon  equitable  grounds.'' 

In  his  appeal  to  the  Department  Zickler  assigns  error  in  the  decision 
of  your  office  as  follows: 

First :  Error  in  holding  that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  make  proof,  and  be  sub- 
ject to  adjudication  while  an  adverse  right  to  land  existed. 

Second :  Error  in  not  allowing  a  hearing  to  allow  plaintiff  to  contradict  the  state- 
ments of  the  defendant  as  to  (why)  he  failed  to  make  proof  within  the  statnt-ory 
period  as  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  defendant  did  not  prove  np  as  he  desired  to  avoid 
payment  of  taxes. 

The  proof  submitted  by  Chambers  shows  a  compliance  with  the  law 
in  every  respect  except  upon  the  single  point  of  submitting  the  same 
within  tlie  thirteen  years  allowed  by  the  statute.  In  his  affidavit  before 
the  local  officers  July  8, 1892,  Chambers  testified  that  the  reason  he  did 
not  submit  his  final  poof  within  the  statutory  period  was  because  he 
had  applied  for  and  was  granted  by  the  local  officers  in  1883,  an  exten- 
sion for  one  year  of  the  time  for  planting,  on  account  of  the  killing  of 
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his  trees  by  dry  weather,  and  that  be  tbougbt  be  was  thereby  granted 
one  year  longer  within  which  to  make  his  final  proof.  Two  witnesses 
corroborate  him  as  to  the  killing  of  his  trees  which  they  state  were 
replanted. 

In  addition  to  aathorizing  an  extension  of  the  time  for  planting  treeSy 
wliich  is  ordinarily  included  within  the  first  four  years  after  entry,  the 
second  section  of  the  act  of  June  14, 1878  (20  Stats.  113),  among  othet 
things,  specifies  the  affidavit  to  be  made  at  entry  and  provides  that  no 
fiual  certificate  shall  be  given  or  patent  issued  for  the  land  entered  until 
the  expiration  of  eight  years  from  date  of  entry,  but  that  when  eight 
years  have  expired*,  or  at  any  time  within  five  years  thereafter,  ux>oa 
famisbing  the  proof  therein  required,  the  proper  person,  as  therein  indi- 
cated, shall  receive  a  patent  for  the  land.  The  third  section  of  the  act 
reads  as  follows: 

That  if  »t  any  time  after  the  ikling  of  said  affidavit,  and  prior  to  the  iaaning  of  tha 
patent  for  said  laud,  the  claimant  shall  fail  to  comply  with  any  of  the  reqairementa 
of  this  act,  then  and  in  that  event  such  land  shall  he  suhject  to  entry  under  th^ 
homestead  laws,  or  hy  some  other  person  nnder  the  provisions  of  this  act :  Provided, 
That  the  party  making  claim  to  said  land,  either  as  a  homestead  settler  or  under  this 
act,  shall  give,  at  the  time  of  Aling  his  application,  such  notice  to  the  original 
claimant  as  shall  he  prescrihed  hy  the  rules  established  by  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office;  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  shall  be  determined  as  in  other 
(x>n tested  cases. 

As  this  section  was  intended,  in  a  proper  case  for  its  application,  tQ 
work  a  forfeiture,  it  will  be  strictly  construed  against  any  ^<  other  per- 
son "  seeking  thereunder  to  oust  a  timber  culture  entryman.  It  evidently 
contemplates  that  the  validity  of  the  subsisting  entry  may  be  attacked 
only  by  the  institution  of  a  contest.  See  paragraphs  28  and  29  of  the 
regulations  under  the  said  act  approved  July  12, 1887  (6  L.  D.  284). 
Zickler  did  not  attack  Chambers  entry  in  any  way,  so  far  as  appears, 
when  he  presented  his  application.  He  has  never  filed  any  afiidavit 
except  his  own  preliminary  homestead  affidavit.  He  alleged  nothing 
against  Chambers'  entry  at  that  time,  nor  gave  him  any  notice  as  re- 
quired by  the  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  the  timber  culture  act 
aforesaid.  The  notice  to  Chambers  to  show  cause  was  given  by  the 
local  officers,  apparently  sua  motUj  and  was  just  such  notice,  in  sub- 
stance, as  they  might  properly  have  given  without  any  one  oli'ering  a 
liomestead  or  timber  culture  affidavit  for  the  land. 

The  only  defect  in  Chambers'  entry  was  the  failure  to  make  final 
proof  during  the  statutory  life  thereof,  and  that  was  a  matter  of  record. 
The  filing  of  the  application,  alone,  by  Zickler,  gave  him  no  adverse 
right  whatever  against  Chambers'  entry.  While  it  stood  intact  of 
record  the  entry  was  an  appropriation  of  the  laud  against  all  claim- 
ants. Zickler  could  not  attain  the  status  of  an  adverse  claimant  until 
be  had  instituted  a  contest  against  the  entry  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  practice  (Rules  1  to  3).  In  a  case  similar  to  this  (Walker  v. 
Snider  (on  review)  19  L.  D.  467)  involving  a  homestead  entry,  although 
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talker  presented  a  homestead  application  and  an  ancorroborated 
affidavit  of  contest,  he  was  still  held  to  be  only  a  protestant  against 
•finider's  entry.  Zickler  must  be  regarded  as  occupying  the  same 
position  as  to  Chambers'  entry.  The  defect  in  his  entry  is  a  matter 
Jbetween  him  and  the  government  alone. 

The  allegations  in  Zickler's  appeal  that  Chambers  had  been  advised 
l>y  some  one  that  he  must  make  final  proof  within  thirteen  years  not- 
withstanding the  extension  of  a  year  in  the  time  for  planting  trees, 
that  he  delayed  making  final  proof  to  avoid  paying  taxes  on  the  land, 
and  that  his  entry  was  made  for  a  speculative  purpose,  unsupported 
as  they  are  by  any  evidence  whatever,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  good 
faith  shown  generally  by  Chambers,  were  properly  ignored  by  the  local 
officers  and  by  your  office.  The  hearing  asked  while  Chambers'  final 
proof  was  being  made,  without  any  foundation  laid  therefor,  was 
properly  refused  by  the  local  officers.  The  decision  of  your  office  is 
affirmed.  Chambers'  entry  will  be  submitted  to  the  board  of  equitable 
adjudication. 


TIMBER  CULTURE  ENTRY-COJOfXJTATION— EXTENSION  OF  TIME  FOR 

PAYMENT. 

Theodore  A.  Sloane. 

Ko  provisionB  of  law  exist  for  extending  the  time  within  which  payment  may  be 

made  in  the  case  of  commuted  timber  culture  proof. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

21, 1896.  (C.  J.  G.) 

On  June  8, 1887,  Theodore  A.  Sloane  made  timber  culture  entry  for 
the  SE.  4  of  Sec  13,  T.  21  S.,  B.  6G  W.,  Pueblo  land  district,  Colorado. 

By  your  ofSce  letter  of  June  14,  1892,  the  contest  of  one  Ifartin 
Hughes  against  said  entry  was  dismissed,  and  the  case  wa«  finally 
closed  by  your  office  letter  of  March  30, 1894. 

September  12, 1892,  Sloane  made  finsJ  proof  (commutation)  duly  cor- 
roborated by  witnesses,  showing  compliance  with  law  for  four  years 
next  following  date  of  entry  and  destruction  of  the  trees  the  third  year 
by  extreme  drought. 

April  11, 1894,  Sloane  was  notified  that  he  would  be  allowed  ten  days 
within  which  to  pay  for  the  land.  May  21, 1894,  Sloane,  through  his 
attorney,  made  application  for  an  extension  of  thirty  days,  on  account 
of  temporary  financial  embarrassment,  in  which  to  furnish  the  purchase 
money.  May  22, 1894,  this  request  was  granted,  and  Sloane  was  noti- 
fied at  the  same  time  that  a  failure  to  furnish  the  purchase  money  and 
complete  his  entry  within  the  time  specified  would  cause  the  rejection 
•of  his  final  proof.  No  further  action  having  been  taken  by  either 
;Sloane  or  his  attorney  the  final  proof  was  accordingly  rejected  on 
July  10, 1894.    An  appeal  was  taken  to  your  office,  and  by  letter  of 
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October  2, 1894,  you  sustained  the  action  of  the  local  office.  The  basis 
of  yonr  decision  was  ^'  that  no  provisions  of  law  exist  for  extending  the 
time  within  which  payment  may  be  made,  in  the  case  of  commuted 
proof  under  the  timber  culture  act,'' 

A  further  appeal  brings  the  case  to  this  Department,  and  the  follow- 
ing errors  are  assigned: 

1.  In  not  finding  that  claimant's  failure  to  pay  the  price  of  said  land  was  due  to 
anfortonate  circumstanoes  beyond  his  control. 

2.  In  not  holding  that  it  was  within  the  discretionary  power  of  the  Department  to 
make  eztonsion  of  the  time  to  enable  claimant  to  make  payment  for  the  land. 

Sloane  claims  that  he  has  tried  his  best  to  comply  with  the  timber 
culture  law,  and  that  he  spent  over  $190  in  fencing,  breaking,  planting, 
and  taking  care  of  this  land.  There  is  no  evidence  to  contradict  this 
statement  and  it  is  probably  true.  He  does  not  explain,  however,  his 
failure  to  take  any  action,  either  in  complying  with  the  law  or  showing 
his  inability  to  do  so,  during  the  thirty  days  allowed  him  within  which 
to  pay  the  purchase  money.  In  view  of  the  circumstances  it  may  be  a 
Lardshlp  to  cancel  his  entry,  yet  this  Department,  in  the  absence  of 
any  remedial  legislation  in  such  cases,  is  unable  to  grant  him  relief* 
The  relief  sought  is  not  within  the  discretiouary  power  of  the  Depart- 
ment.  No  relief  of  this  character  has  been  or  can  be  extended  to  any 
class  of  entrymen  without  due  authority  of  law.  No  such  authority 
exists  for  an  extension  of  the  relief  sought  in  the  case  at  bar.  Con- 
gress, at  various  times,  has  passed  remedial  acts  for  the  benefit  of 
entrymen,  but  by  reference  to  said  acts  it  will  be  seen  that  legislation 
has  been  confined  to  homestead,  desert  land  and  pre-emption  entrymen, 
who,  by  reason  of  failure  of  crops  for  which  they  are  in  no  wise  respon- 
sible, have  been  allowed  an  extension  of  time  within  which  to  make 
payment.  The  language  of  the  acts  is  specific  and  the  reasons  for  their 
passage  are  clearly  stated.  Thus,  a  joint  resolution  of  Congress, 
approved  September  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  684),  provides : 

That  whenever  it  shall  appear  by  the  filing  of  such  evidence  in  the  offices  of  any 
register  and  receiver,  as  shall  he  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  that 
any  settler  on  the  pnhlie  lands,  by  reason  of  a  faUure  of  crops  for  which  he  is  in  no 
wise  responsible,  is  unable  to  make  the  payment  on  his  homestead  or  pre-emption 
claim  required  by  law  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is  hereby 
authorized  to  extend  the  time  for  such  payment  for  not  exceeding  one  year  from  the 
date  when  the  same  becomes  due. 

Again,  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  July  26, 1894  (28  Stat.,  123), 
provides: 

That  the  time  of  making  final  proof  and  payment  for  all  land  located  under  the 
bomestead  and  desert  land  laws  of  the  United  States,  proof  and  payment  of  which 
lias  not  yet  been  made,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  extended  for  the  period  of  one 
year  £rom  the  time  proof  and  payment  would  become  due  under  existing  law. 

That  the  time  of  making  payments  on  entries  under  the  pre-emption  act  is  hereby 
extended  for  one  year  from  the  date  when  the  same  becomes  due  in  all  cases  where 
pre-emption  entrymen  are  unable  to  make  final  payments  from  causes  which  they 
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can  not  control,  evidence  of  each  inability  to  be  subject  to  the  regolatione  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  instroctious  issued  under  the  joiut  resolution  of  Gongresa  of 
September  30, 1890,  were  directed  to  be  followed  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress approved  July  26, 1894,  except  that  under  the  latter  act,  instead 
of  setting  forth  the  facts  relating  to  failure  of  crops,  the  applicant  for 
such  extension  was  required  to  set  forth  the  causes  which  render  him 
unable  to  make  the  necessary  payment.  But  there  was  no  change  in 
the  act  itself  of  the  designation  of  lands  to  which  the  act  was  intended 
to  apply.  There  was,  in  these  acts,  a  specific  enumeration  of  lands 
located  under  the  homestead,  desert  land  and  pre-emption  laws.  It 
will  thus  be  seen  that  this  remedial  legislation  is  limited  to  the  classes 
of  cases  above  specified. 

It  has  been  decided  by  the  Department  in  various  cases  that  final 
proof  and  payment  must  be  made  at  the  same  time  (3  L.  D.,  18S),  Lottie 
Merwin  (5  L.  D.,  221)  5  Ida  May  Taylor  (6  L.  D.,  107) ;  E.  M.  Barbour 
(9  L.  D.,  616) ;  In  Morris  Collar,  (13  L.  D.,  339),  it  was  held  that  the 
timber  culture  act  does  not  contemplate  an  extension  of  the  statutory 
period  within  which  final  proof  is  required.  As  final  proof  and  psiy- 
ment  must  be  made  at  the  same  time  it  follows  that  there  can  be  no 
extension  of  time  within  which  payment  is  required. 

Your  decision  is  hereby  affirmed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT-INDEMNITY   SELiECTION— FINAL  PROOF— SPECIAI* 

NOTICE. 

Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Flippen. 

Daring  the  pendency  of  an  application  to  select  a  tract  as  indemnity  under  a  railroad 
grant,  no  action  should  be  taken  on  the  final  proof  of  a  settler  without  special 
notice  to  the  company. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  21, 1896.  (E.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  8.  J  of  SW.  J  of  Sec.  15,  T.  25  S.,  R.  30  E.» 
Visalia  land  district,  California. 

The  record  shows  that  on  January  5, 1891,  the  Department  in  the 
above  entitled  case  rendered  a  decision  suspending  th6  pre-emption 
claim  of  Mrs.  JS^ancy  A.  Flippen  to  the  above  described  land  until  final 
action  was  had  by  the  local  officers  upon  the  api)eal  of  the  railway  com- 
pany from  the  rejection  of  its  application  to  select  said  tract,  as  indem- 
nity, by  the  local  officers,  per  list  No.  23. 

On  January  10,  1895,  your  office  decision  was  rendered,  dismissing 
the  appeal  of  the  company  from  the  rejection  of  said  list  ioo.  23,  it 
appearing  that  the  company  had  presented  a  new  list  of  selections 
embracing  the  lands  covered  by  said  list. 

The  land  in  controversy  covered  by  the  pre-emption  filing  of  Mrs. 
Flippen,  is  embraced,  so  your  office  decision  states,  in  list  No.  56, 
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indemnity  selections,  approved  on  May  10,  1892.  The  rights  of  the 
company,  however,  relate  back  to  December  9, 1885,  the  time  of  the 
filing  of  the  first  application  to  select  said  lands. 

On  March  6, 1886,  the  pre-emption  claimant  filed  a  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  tract  in  question,  together  with  the  NW.  ^  of  the  NE.  ^, 
the  NE«  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  22,  and  after  publication  of  notice  sub- 
mitted proof  thereon  on  October  4, 1886,  alleging  settlement  in  Janu- 
ary, 1885. 

In  the  former  judgment  of  this  case  (12  L.  D.,  18)  it  was  said: 

The  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  having  been  restored;  the  right  to  file  for 
said  tract  depends  upon  the  validity  of  the  selection  of  the  company.  If  that  is 
invalid  for  any  reason » then  Mrs.  Flippen  can  he  permitted  to  make  pre-emption 
entry  of  the  land.  The  company  having  an  appeal  pending  involving  its  right  to 
said  tract,  no  action  conld  be  taken  without  special  notice  to  it.  Sonthem  Pao. 
Kailroad  Co.  v,  Reed^  4  L.  D.,  256.  Indeed  the  proper  practice  is  to  suspend  the  filing 
and  proof  nntU  the  final  disposition  of  the  appeal  of  said  company  now  pending 
before  your  office. 

Mrs.  Flippen,  however,  may  be  allowed  to  intervene  under  the  rules  of  practice. 

In  the  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  February  19, 1895,  in  favor 
of  Mrs.  Flippen,  the  railroad  company  urges  that  it  had  never  had  its 
day  in  court,  and  that  it  was  entitled  to  special  notice,  being  an  adverse 
party  of  record,  of  the  making  of  final  proof  by  the  defendant. 

It  appears  that  under  the  judgment  heretofore  rendered  by  the 
Department  in  the  caae,  the  railroad  company  is  entitled  to  such  notice, 
and  the  case  is  therefore  remanded  with  direction  that  you  instruct  the 
local  office  to  notify  the  parties  that  a  period  of  thirty  days  will  be 
granted  within  which  the  railroad  company  will  be  allowed  to  introduce 
evidence  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  of  Mrs.  Flippen 
at  the  time  of  her  offering  final  proof,  and  at  8uch  time  she  will  al^o  be 
allowed,  if  she  so  dosires,  to  submit  proof  in  behalf  of  her  claim,  after 
which  time  the  case  will  be  treated  by  the  local  office  and  your  office  as 
special. 

The  opinion  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 


RAILBOAB  GRANT— WrrHI>RAWAr,-HOMESTEAI>  EKTRY. 

Southern  Pacific  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Palm  et  al. 

An  entry  aUowed  at  a  time  wlieu  the  land  is  embraced  within  a  withdrawal  on  gen- 
eral ronte  is  not  void,  bnt  voidable,  and,  if  subsequently  on  the  readjustment  of 
the  grant,  in  conformity  with  the  constructed  line  of  road,  the  land  falls  within 
the  indemnity  limits,  the  entry  may  stand  with  a  view  to  equitable  action  thereon. 

Secretary  Smith  to  tkeXJommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 

21,  1896.  (E.  M.  B.) 

This  case  involves  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  21,  T.  16  S.,  K.  14  E.,  and  the 
W.  ^  of  the  SE.  i  and  the  E.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  36,  T.  23  S.,  R.  17 
E.,  Visalia  laud  district,  California. 
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The  record  shows  that  on  November  15, 1887,  Andrew  Palm  made 
homestead  entry  for  the  first  described  tract,  and  on  the  18th  day  of 
February,  1889,  Willard  0.  Welch,  jr.,  made  timber  cultore  entry  for 
the  last  described  tracts.  Subsequently  to  the  allowance  of  these 
entries  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  company  filed  its  formal  protest 
against  their  allowance. 

On  December  22, 1894,  your  office  rendered  a  decision  in  which  it 
sustained  the  entries  of  the  defendants. 

It  appears  that  the  land  covered  by  the  two  entries  is  within  the 
primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Eailway  company, 
under  the  act  of  July  27, 1866  (14  Stat,  292),  as  is  shown  by  the  with- 
drawal made  in  behalf  of  that  road  in  1867,  on  the  map  of  general  route. 

November  12,  1889,  a  map  showiug  the  definite  location  of  the  com- 
pleted section  of  the  road  opposite  this  land,  was  filed,  when  it  was 
ascertained  that  upon  the  re-adjustment  of  the  grant  in  conformity  to 
the  road  as  constructed,  the  tracts  in  question  fell  outside  of  the 
primary,  but  within  the  indemnity,  limits  of  the  railroad. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  at  the  time  the  entries  were  made  the 
lands  were  withdrawn  and  not  subject  to  appropriation  under  any  of 
the  public  land  laws.  From  this  it  would  follow  that  the  entries  when 
allowed  were  erroneously  so  allowed,  but  the  question  for  disposition 
here  is,  whether,  owing  to  the  subsequent  falling  of  the  tracts  within 
the  indemnity  limits  where  the  entries  have  been  already  allowed, 
even  though  erroneously  so,  such  entries  should  not  be  allowed  to 
stand.  The  equivalent  to  this  proposition  is:  was  the  allowance  of  an 
entry  upon  lauds  withdrawn  for  any  puri)ose,  a  void  or  voidable  actf 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  merely  voidable,  and  1  so  hold. 

The  authorities  cited  by  the  applicant  are  only  to  the  extent  of 
saying  that  there  can  be  no  disposition  made  of  lands  covered  by  a 
withdrawal.  Certainly  there  can  be  no  final  disposition  of  lands  dur- 
ing the  existence  of  such  withdrawal,  and  were  the  lands  still  with- 
drawn the  entries  would  have  to  be  canceled;  but  such  is  not  the  case. 
The  railroad  company's  rights  under  the  withdrawal  have  terminated 
so  far  as  these  tracts  are  concerned.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  because 
of  the  mere  fact  that  there  is  a  deficiency  in  the  grant  to  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  company,  no  selection  is  necessary  within  its  indem- 
nity limits.  The  case  of  St.  Paul  and  Pa<5ific  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R. 
Go.  (139  U.  S.,  1),  only  held  that  as  between  railroad  companies,  such 
selection  was  unnecessary  where  the  grant  was  deficient.  This  being 
the  case,  the  entries  therefor  having  been  erroneously  allowed,  and 
being  thereby  only  voidable  and  not  void,  they  attached  at  the  moment 
the  lands  fell  within  the  indemnity  belt  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  company.  It  appears  that  these  entries  when  final  proof  is 
made  upon  them,  inasmuch  as  they  were  erroneously  allowed,  could  be 
referred  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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INDIAX  HOMESTEAD-CmZENSHIP-ACT  OF  FEBRUARY  8,  188T. 

Turner  v.  Holliday. 

An  Indiaa  bom  within  the  United  States  who  has  abandoned  the  tribal  relation, 
and  adopted  the  habits  and  cnstoms  of  civilized  life,  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  and  as  such,  entitled  to  the  exercise  of  the  rights  accorded  under  the 
general  homestead  law. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

21, 1896.  (J.  A.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  William  H.  Turner  from  the  decision 
of  yonr  office  of  June  23, 1894,  dismissing  his  protest  against  the  com- 
mutation final  proof  offered  by  James  H.  HoUiday  on  his  homestead 
entry  made  ^November  18, 1891,  for  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  10,  T.  60  N.,  R.  37 
W.,  Marquette  land  district,  Michigan. 

The  tract  in  question  is  within  the  limit>s  of  the  railroad  grant  of  land 
restored  to  the  public  domain  by  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.^ 
1008).  May  1, 1889,  William  H.  Turner  presented  pre-emption  declara- 
tory  statement,  alleging  settlement  April  17, 1889,  and  James  E.  Holli- 
day presented  homestead  application.  Both  applications  were  held  to 
await  decision  on  the  claim  of  the  Ontonagon  and  Brule  Biver  Rail- 
road Company  to  said  land,  and  were  allowed  on  NovcDiber  18, 1891, 
after  decision  adverse  to  said  company. 

Holliday  offered  commutation  proof  February  3, 1892,  against  which 
Tomer  protested,  alleging  that  he  is  the  prior  settler. 

Hearing  was  had  before  the  local  officers  and  much  testimony  was 
sabmitted  on  the  issue  raised  by  Turner's  protest.  Testimony  was  also- 
hitrodnced  showing  that  Holliday  is  a  Lake  Superior  Chippewa  Indiaa 
and  waa  born  in  1862  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  of  which  State  he  i» 
now  a  resident;  that  he  has  received  a  patent  to  eighty  acres  of  land 
as  a  member  of  the  Chippewa  tribe  of  Indians;  that  he  pays  no  taxes- 
OD  said  land;  that  he  has  adopted  the  habits  and  customs  of  civilized 
life;  and  that  the  Chippewa  Indians  have  dissolved  their  tribal  rela- 
tions and  are  not  subject  to  the  control  of  any  chief. 

The  local  officers  found  that  Holliday  is  the  prior  settler,  and  held 
that  he  is  a  qualified  entryman.  They  therefore  recommended  the  dis- 
missal of  the  protest,  and  the  acceptance  of  HoUiday's  commutation 
proof. 

On  the  contestant's  appeal  your  office,  in  the  decision  appealed  from,, 
held  that  Holliday  is  a  qualified  homesteader  under  section  2289  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes.  On  the  question  of  the  respective  settlement  rights 
of  the  parties,  your  office  found  that  Turner  staid  on  the  land  about 
two  weeks  in  July,  1889,  since  which  time  he  has  maintained  a  residence 
elsewhere;  and  that  Holliday  is  a  bona  fide  settler  on  the  land.  The 
decision  of  the  local  officers  was  therefore  affirmed. 
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The  appeal  assigns  error  in  holding: 

1.  That  HoUiday  is  qualified  to  make  homestead  under  section  2289,  ReTised 
Statutes. 

2.  That  IHimer's  residence  on  the  land  for  two  weeks  in  July,  1889,  is  not  a  snffi- 
cient  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  ine-emption  laws. 

Turner  has  abandoned  his  residence  on  the  land  and  cannot  be  heard 
on  his  claim  of  prior  right. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  HoUi- 
day is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  Under  section  6  of  the  act 
of  February  8, 1887,  (24  Stat,  388)  HoUiday  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States.  He  is  a  bona  fide  resident  on  the  land,  and  is  entitled  to  patent 
on  his  commutation  proof.  Turner's  protest  must  be  dismissed.  The 
decision  appealed  irom  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


RAILROAD  LANBS-SECTIOX  5,  ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  18S7, 

Brown  v,  Wyman. 

The  right  of  one  holding  under  a  contract  of  purchase  fh>m  a  railroad  company  to 
perfect  title  under  section  5,  act  of  March  3, 18S7,  is  not  afTeoted  by  the  fact  that 
said  contract  is  neither  acknowledged  nor  recorded;  nor  can  the  subsequent 
purchase  of  a  tax  title  to  said  land  by  the  applicant  be  regarded  as  sucb  an 
abandonment  of  his  contract  as  would  defeat  his  right  of  purchase  under  said 
act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 

21, 1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  liichard  J.  Brown  horn  your  office 
decision  of  April  5, 1894,  holding  for  cancellation  his  homestead  entry 
covering  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  i,  Sec.  35,  T.  3  S.,  R.  70  W.,  Denver  land 
district,  Colorado,  with  a  view  to  allowing  the  application  of  Mose^ 
Wymau  to  purchase  said  land  under  the  fifth  section  qf  the  act  of  March 
3, 1887. 

This  land  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Union  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company  and  on  August  30, 1892,  Brown  tendered  a  homestead 
application  for  this  land,  which  was  refused  by  the  local  officers  for 
conflict  with  said  grant. 

Upon  appeal,  your  office  decision  of  April  4, 1893,  reversed  the  action 
of  the  local  officers  holding  the  land  to  be  excepted  iix>m  the  grant, 
which  decision  became  final,  and  as  a  result  thereof  Brown  made  home- 
stead entry  for  the  land  in  question  July  21,  1893. 

Prior  to  the  acceptance  of  said  entry,  to  wit,  on  June  27, 1893,  Moses 
Wyman  gave  notice  by  x>ublication  that  he  would  on  August  9, 1893, 
make  proof  of  his  right  to  purchase  this  land  under  the  fifth  section  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  Stat.,  556). 

At  the  time  stt  Brown  appeared  and  protested  against  the  allowance 
of  the  purchase  by  Wyman  and  hearing  was  duly  held. 
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There  seems  to  be  little  dispute  as  to  the  facts  in  the  case,  Wyman 
baaing  his  right  to  purchase  upon  a  contract  entered  into  with  the 
company  for  the  purchase  of  the  entire  NE.  J  of  said  section  35,  which 
contract  bears  date  of  July  2, 1883. 

This  paper  does  not  apx>ear  to  ever  have  been  acknowledged,  although 
signed  by  the  land  commissioner  of  the  company  and  countersigned  by 
the  secretary  thereof.  It  recites  that  at  the  time  of  entering  into  said 
contract  he  paid  in  cash  $91.28  on  account  of  said  purchase,  which  was 
made  at  the  rate  of  $3.50  per  acre.  Under  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
the  money  was  to  be  paid  in  eleven  annual  payments,  the  last  falling 
due  on  July  2, 1894.  Wyman  claims  to  have  made  the  annual  pay- 
ments up  to  and  including  July  2, 1892. 

Brown  does  not  appear  to  have  ever  established  an  actual  residence 
npon  the  land,  although  certain  improvements  appear  to  have  been 
made  thereon  at  his  instance.  He  objects  to  the  evidence  of  purchase 
offered  by  Wyman  upon  the  ground  that  the  instrument  was  never 
acknowledged  nor  r*  corded  prior  to  the  date  of  his  homestead  entry, 
aDd  fJDirther,  that  while  Wyinan  was,  under  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
required  to  pay  the  taxes  upon  tlie  land,  it  appears  that  in  October, 
1892,  he  purchased  a  tax  title  for  this  land  from  Jefferson  county,  for 
the  taxes  of  1887  and  accruing  taxes,  and  that  after  that  date  he  made 
no  further  payment  to  the  railroad  company. 

It  is  clear  that  Brown  has  no  such  right  under  his  homestead  claim 
as  would  defeat  Wyman's  claimed  right  of  purchase,  in  the  event  that 
he  has  established  such  right  under  the  terms  of  the  act  of  1887.  The 
fact  that  the  contract  of  purchase  was  not  acknowledged  nor  recorded 
does  not,  to  my  mind,  in  anywise  interfere  with  the  right  of  purchase 
under  the  act  of  1887,  nor  does  the  fact  that  in  1892  he  purchased  a 
tax  title  to  this  land  constitute  such  abandonment  of  his  contract  as 
would  prevent  his  claimed  right  of  purchase  under  said  act. 

From  a  review  of  the  matter  I  therefore  affirm  your  office  decision, 
and  upon  completion  of  purchase  by  Wyman,  Brown's  entry  will  be 
canceled. 


COXTEST-RES  JITDICATA-ACTIOK  OX  BEHALF  OP  THE  GOVERNMENT. 

MOOBES  V.  SOMMEB. 

Though  a  contest  wUl  not  be  allowed  on  a  qnestiou  that  has  formed  the  basis  of  a 
prior  adjudication  between  the  same  parties,  such  fact  will  not  prevent  the 
government  from  canceling  the  entry  in  question  if  it  is  clearly  illegal. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  February 

21, 1896.  (G.  B.  G.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  NW.  J  of  section  27,  T.  12  N., 
B.  3  W.,  Oklahoma  land  district,  Oklahoma  Territory. 

April  24, 1889,  one  Samuel  L.  Beidler  made  homestead  entry  of  this 
land. 
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May  31, 1S89,  Christian  F.  Sommer  applied  to  contest  Beidler's  entry. 

June  27, 1889,  one  Lucien  H.  Barlow,  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  alleg- 
ing that  both  Beidler  and  Sommer  were  sooners. 

October  28, 1889,  Beidler  relinquished  his  entry,  whereupon  Sommer 
applied  to  make  homestead  entry.  His  application  was  rc^jected  by 
the  local  officers  for  the  reason,  endorsed  on  the  application,  that  he 
informed  them  at  the  time  of  applying  to  enter,  that  he  was  in  the  Ter- 
ritory opened  to  settlement  on  April  22, 1889,  and  that  he  settled  on 
the  land  in  question  before  anybody  could  reach  the  same  from  any 
point  on  the  boundary  of  the  Territory. 

From  that  action  he  appealed  to  your  office. 

Kovember  27, 1889,  one  James  H.  Garter  was  allowed  to  make  home- 
stead entry,  subject  to  the  rights  of  Sommer. 

There  were  several  other  claimants,  and  other  contestants,  but  as  no 
rights  are  now  asserted  through  or  under  them,  their  record  need  not 
be  set  out. 

On  January  21,  1890,  your  office  suspended  action  on  Sommer's 
appeal  from  the  rejection  of  his  application  to  enter  the  land,  and 
ordered  a  hearing  to  determine  the  rights  of  all  the  parties  and  claim- 
ants. At  the  hearing  the  local  officers  dismissed  Barlow's  affidavit  of 
contest,  and  he  appealed. 

On  December  22, 1890,  Carter  relinquished  his  entry,  whereupon  one 
Welleston  H.  Belcher  was  allowed  to  make  entry. 

In  February,  1889,  the  local  officers  rendered  decision  holding  that 
the  relinquishment  of  Beidler,  the  first  entryman,  was  the  result  of 
Sommer's  contest;  that  Sommer  is  a  qualified  entryman, and  recom- 
mended that  Belcher's  entry  be  canceled,  and  that  Sommer's  homestead 
entry  be  allowed.  Belcher  relinquished  his  entry  May  20, 1891,  and  at 
.the  same  time  Thomas  J.  Moores,  presented  a  homestead  application, 
which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  from  which  action  Moores 
appealed  to  your  office. 

On  January  22, 1891,  your  office  considered  together  the  appeals  of 
Sommer,  Barlow  and  Moores,  and  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local 
officers,  dismissing  Barlow's  affidavit  of  contest,  and  rejecting  Moores' 
homestead  application,  and  their  decision  recommending  that  Sommer's 
homestead  application  be  allowed. 

Barlow  appealed  to  the  department,  but  Moores  did  not. 

In  considering  the  questions  involved  in  this  appeal,  the  Department^ 
under  date  of  August  19, 1892,  after  setting  out  at  length  the  facts  as 
they  appeared  of  record,  affirmed  the  decision  appealed  from,  and 
said — 

I  think  nnder  the  ruling  of  Taft  r.  Cbapin  (14  L.  D.,  593),  Sommer  was  a  qaalilied 
entryman  at  the  date  he  presented  his  application,  and  }is  shown  by  the  record 
before  uie,  was  the  first  (lualitied  person  to  tender  an  application  to  ent«r  after  the 
cauct'Uatiou  of  Beidler's  entry. 

On  September  16, 1892,  Moores  was  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry, 
subject  to  Sommer's  preference  right. 
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Oetober  1, 1892^  Sommer's  homestead  application  was  allowed. 

On  October  25, 1892,  your  office  transmitted  a  motion  on  the  part  of 
Thomas  J.  Moores  for  a  review  of  said  decision  of  the  Department  ren- 
dered on  the  19th  of  August,  1892,  and  January  19, 1893,  said  motion 
was  denied  by  the  Department  (16  L.  D,  60)  for  the  reason  Moores  had 
DO  standing  here,  having  failed  to  appeal  from  your  office  decision 
adverse  to  him;  but  said,  among  other  things: 

With  the  motion  for  review,  copies  of  a  large  number  of  affidavits  are  filed,  the 
affiants  nearly  all  testifying  that  Sommer  was  in  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  prior 
to  the  22d  of  April,  1889 ;  that  he  was  there  at  12  o'clock,  noon,  on  that  day,  and  that 
be  made  settlement  on  the  land  in  qnestion  immediately  after  that  hour,  and  in  vio- 
lation of  the  statute  and  the  President's  proclamation.  That  question  can  not  be 
properly  determined  upon  ex  parte  affidavits,  on  a  motion  for  review,  but  should 
be  settled  by  contest.  So  fkr  as  appears  the  entry  of  Sommer  has  never  been  con- 
teited,  and  a  contest  conld  not,  therefore,  be  prevented  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
already  defended  his  entry  against  the  same  or  similar  charges.     *     •    • 

While  in  the  motion  before  me  Moores  makes  a  showing  which,  if  made  by  a  con- 
testaut,  would  require  the  entryman  to  satisfactorily  defend  his  entry,  or  submit  to 
its  canoeUation,  he  does  not  make  a  showing  which  entitles  him  to  have  the  decision 
complained  of  reviewed  and  reversed. 

On  February  16, 1893,  Moores'  entry  was  canceled. 

On  February  21,  1893,  he  filed  a  protest  against  the  cancellation  of 
his  entry,  and  a  contest  against  Sommer's  entry. 

In  his  affidavit  of  contest  he  alleges  that  Sommer  was  in  Oklahoma 
Territory  at  12  o'clock,  noon,  of  April  22, 1889,  and  that  he  took  advan- 
tage of  his  presence  in  the  Territory  by  settling  on  the  land  in  question 
immediately  after  12  o'clock  on  that  day,  and  before  anybody  could 
reach  the  land  from  any  i)oint  outside  of  the  limits  of  the  Territory; 
aod  farther  that  Sommer  has  abandoned  the  land  for  more  than  six 
months. 

These  papers  were  rejected  by  the  local  otficers,  who  assigned  4s  the 
reason  for  their  action,. that  the  question  had  been  adjudicated.  On 
Moores'  appeal  the  action  of  the  local  officers  was  affirmed  by  your 
office,  on  June  24, 1893.  A  motion  for  review  was  denied  on  October 
20, 1893. 

Moores'  appeal  from  the  decision  of  your  office  brings  the  case  before 
me  for  determination. 

The  apx>ellant  assigns  a  number  of  specifications  of  error  but  there 
is  only  one  question  in  the  case, — Have  Sommer's  rights  become  final 
by  adjudication  ? 

The  admitted  facts  of  the  case  disqualify  him  under  the  ruling  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Townseud, 
and  under  the  present  holdings  of  the  Department;  but  if  his  rights 
have  been  finally  adjudicated  when  a  different  construction  of  the 
law  obtained,  the  decision  which  fixed  those  rights  can  not  now  be 
disturbed. 

It  is  urged,  substantially — 

Ist.  That  the  rule,  res  judicata,  does  not  apply  to  this  case  for  the 
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reason  that  a  different  cause  of  action  is  presented,  and  different 
parties  now  appear. 

2d.  That  said  departmental  decision  of  August  19, 18d2,  was  obtained 
by  fraud  on  the  part  of  Sommer. 

3d.  That  by  said  departmental  decision  of  January  Id,  1893,  in  effect, 
a  hearing  on  Moores'  charges  was  ordered,  and  that  this  is  but  a  con- 
tinuation of  the  original  controversy* 

4th.  That  the  present  affidavit  of  contest  charges  abandonment,  and 
that  a  hearing  should  be  ordered  on  this  charge. 

The  doctrine  of  res  judicata  has  always  been  observed  by  the  Depart- 
ment; indeed,  it  has  been  broadened  here  by  departmental  holdings  to 
the  effect  that  an  eutryman  cannot  be  required  to  defend  his  entr^^ 
more  than  once  against  the  same  or  similar  charges,  thus,  in  effect, 
eliminating  that  feature  of  res  judicata^  which  requires  identity  of  par- 
ties. But  does  not  this  case  come  within  the  more  technical  rules  of 
the  doctrine  itself?  Here  is  identity  in  the  thing  sued  for,  of  the  cause 
of  action,  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  and  of  the  quality  in  the  persons. 
The  same  land  is  in  controversy.  Mopres  was  a  party  to  the  original 
action,  the  cause  of  action  was  the  alleged  disqualification  of  Sommer 
for  precisely  the  same  reason  as  now  alleged,  and  the  parties  are  acting 
substantiaUy  in  the  same  capaeity.  It  is  true,  that  Bommer  at  that 
time  was  not  defending  an  entry,  but  he  was  doing  what  amounts  to 
the  same  thing, — defending  his  right  to  make  entry,  and  Moores  wa«  a 
party,  he  having  at  that  time  an  application  to  enter  the  land,  which 
depended  for  its  force  on  the  disqualification  of  Sommer;  and  all  these 
matters  were  determined  by  your  office  at  the  same  time.  Moores  did 
not  appeal  from  your  office  decision,  but  his  failure  to  exercise  his  right 
to  do  so  does  not  make  the  decision  of  the  Department  any  the  less 
binding  upon  him. 

I  find  nothing  in  the  record  to  sustain  the  charges  that  said  depart- 
mental decision  of  January  19, 1893,  was  obtained  by  fraud.  It  is  true 
that  Sommer  admitted  in  the  outset  that  he  settled  on  the  laud  in  ques- 
tion on  April  22, 1889,  and  before  anybody  could  reach  the  same  from 
any  point  on  the  boundary  of  the  Territory.  It  is  also  true  that  Som- 
mer on  the  witness-stand  stated  that  his  settlement  began  on  the  23d 
day  of  the  month,  instead  of  the22d.  Whether  by  changing  this  state- 
ment of  fact  he  intended  to  bring  himself  within  the  rule  of  '^  advantage 
gained"  does  not  appear;  but  it  is  urged  that  they  were  inconsistent 
statements,  and  one  or  the  other  false.  An  examination  of  the  evidence 
on  this  point  shows  that  the  statements  are  not  necessarily  inconsist- 
ent, it  appearing  that  he  did  actually  go  to  tbe  tract  in  controversy 
on  the  22d,  but  performed  no  act  of  settlement  until  the  23d.  Besides 
all  these  facts  were  fully  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department, 
at  the  time  the  aforesaid  departmental  decision  of  August  19, 1892,  was 
rendered.  This  appears  conclusively  from  the  opinion  itself,  it  being 
therein  found:  *'  He  (Sommer)  was  on  the  land  in  controversy  after  noon 
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on  April  22,  and  probably  with  the  intention  of  selecting  it.  On  the 
23d  he  hauled  some  building  material  on  it  with  the  intention  of  build- 
ing.^ Nor  am  I  able  to  agree  with  the  contention  that  the  effect  of 
the  decision  of  January  19, 1893,  was  to  order  a  hearing.  There  was 
no  question  of  Moores'  right  to  contest  Sommer's  entry  before  the 
Department  at  that  time,  it  being  simply  a  question  as  to  his  right  to 
be  beard  on  his  motion  for  review  of  a  departmental  decision,  he  haying* 
lost  his  standing  before  the  Department  by  failing  to  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  your  office  adverse  to  him.  The  holding  in  said  decision, 
that  a  contest  would  lie  against  Sommer's  entry  on  the  ground  of 
^^soonerism"  is  purely  dictaj  and  concludes  no  man's  rights,  nor  is  it 
authority  for  any  action  based  thereon. 

There  is  one  remaining  question :  Should  a  hearing  be  ordered  on  the 
charge  of  abandonment!  This  charge  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
directly  passed  on  in  any  of  the  decisions  heretofore  rendered.  An 
examination  of  the  record,  however,  shows  that  it  was  in  issue  at  the 
original  hearing  herein,  and  that  Sommer  was  examined  and  cross- 
examined  thereon,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  he  had  not  abandoned 
the  land.  The  present  charge  of  abandonment  is  indefinite,  and  it  is 
impossible  to  aiscertain  whether  it  relates  to  abandonment  before  or 
since  his  entry.  If  it  was  before,  the  question  has  been  adjudicated, 
it  being  a  well-settled  rule  that  all  questions  that  were  in  issue  and 
might  have  been  a4}adicated  can  not  be  made  the  grounds  of  any  sub- 
sequent action. 

It  follows  that  a  contest  by  Moores  does  not  lie  against  Sommer's 
entry,  and  the  same  is  hereby  dismissed. 

It  is  clear,  however,  that  under  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in 
the  ease  of  Smith  v.  Townsend  (supra),  that  Sommer  can  never  perfect 
title  to  the  land  in  controversy.  He  could  not  offer  to  make  final  proof 
▼ithout  committing  perjury.  The  doctrine  of  res  judicata  has  no  appli- 
oition  as  between  Sommer  and  the  government. 

I  have  therefore  to  direct  that  his  entry  be  canceled,  and  the  land 
disposed  of  to  the  first  legal  applicant.  The  entr3rman  will  technically 
he  entitled  to  notice  to  show  cause. 

Your  office  decision  is  so  modified. 
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PRACTICE-NOTICE  OF  CONTEST-«EBVIC£  BT  REGISTERED  MAIL. 

Johnson  v.  Bozarth. 

Notice  of  contest  Berved  on  resident  defendants  by  registered  mail  is  not  peiaonal 
service  within  the  meaning  of  Role  9  of  Practice. 

Objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  office,  on  the  gronnd  that  the  notice  of  the 
contest  was  not  properly  served,  is  not  waived  by  proceeding  to  trial  alter  a 
motion  to  set  aside  the  sen-ice  is  overruled  and  exception  taken. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Cammisiumer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

21, 1896.  (E.  E.  W.) 

Statsiicsnt. — On  the  30th  of  August,  1892,  H.  G.  Bozarth  made  desert 
land  entry  of  the  SE.  ^  Sec.  22,  T.  14  K.,  R.  18  E.,  at  North  Takiina, 
Washington,  and  on  the  31st  of  August,  1893, 0.  W.  Johnson  filed  afii- 
davit  of  contest,  alleging  that  Bozarth  had  failed  to  exx>end  one  dollar 
per  acre,  or  any  other  sum,  in  reclamation  or  improvement  of  the  land, 
or  to  make  proof  thereof,  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  his  entry, 
as  required  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1891. 

After  some  proceedings  not  necessary  to  recite  here,  a  hearing  was 
set  for  April  4, 1894,  and  notice  served  on  Bozarth  by  registered  mail. 
At  the  hearing  Bozarth  appeared  specially  by  attorney  and  moved  to 
quash  the  notice  for  the  reason  that  it  had  not  been  legally  served.  The 
register  and  receiver  held  that  service  by  registered  letter  constitutes 
personal  service,  and  overruled  the  motion,  to  which  Bozarth  ezcepteil, 
and  caused  his  exceptions  to  be  noted  of  record.  He  then  filed  a  motion 
for  a  continuance  of  the  case  until  the  10th  of  April,  which  was  granted. 
When  the  case  was  called  on  that  day  he  appeared  in  person  and  by 
attorney  and  cross-examined  Johnson's  witnesses,  but  declined  to  offer 
any  testimony  himself.  The  register  and  receiver  found  for  the  con- 
testant,  and  recommended  cancellation  of  the  entry.  Bozarth  appealed, 
and  the  31st  of  October,  1894,  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Oifice  afiirmed  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver,  holding  that 
the  service  of  the  notice  by  registered  mail  was  not  personal  service 
within  the  meaning  of  the  rules  of  practice  and  gave  the  Department 
no  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  contestee,  but  that  Bozarth  waived 
this  defect  in  the  service  by  participation  in  the  proceedings  after  bis 
motion  to  quash  was  overruled,  that  the  proof  showed  that  the  entry- 
man  had  failed  as  charged  in  the  affidavit  of  contest  to  make  the  exx>endi- 
tures  required  by  law,  and  that  the  entry  should  be  canceled.  From 
this  decision  Bozarth  has  appealed  to  the  Department,  alleging  that 
the  Commissioner  erred,  (1)  in  holding  that  he  waived  the  defect  in  the 
service  by  participating  in  the  proceedings  atler  his  motion  to  quash 
had  been  overruled,  and  (2)  in  considering  the  testimony  offered  by 
Johnson,  and  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

Opinion. — ^The  Commissioner  erred  on  both  points.    The  motion  to 
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qnash  was  improperly  overruled.  Eule  9  of  the  Eules  of  Practice 
requires  personal  service  of  notice  of  contest  on  resident  defendants, 
and  the  Department  has  held  in  the  cases  of  United  States  v.  Baymond, 
4  L.  D.,  439,  Driscoll  v,  Johnson,  11  L.  D.,  604,  Elting  v.  Terhume,  18 
L.  D.,  586,  Mott  V.  Goffman,  19  L.  D.,  106,  and  other  cases,  that  service 
by  registered  mail  is  not  i>ersonal  service  within  the  meaning  of  the 
role.  And  in  the  cases  of  Milne  r.  Dowling,  and  United  States  t?.  Ray- 
mond, 4  L.  D.,  378  and  439,  the  Department  has  expressly  held  that 
objection  to  jurisdiction  is  not  waived  by  proceeding  to  trial  after 
motion  to  set  aside  the  service  is  overruled,  and  exception  taken.  This 
rule  is  also  distinctly  recognized  in  the  cases  of  Elting  r.  Terhune,  18 
L.  D.,  586,  and  Mott  v.  Coflfman,  19  L.  D.,  106.  It  is  true  that  the 
Department  assumed  jurisdiction  in  both  of  these  cases  and  rendered 
final  decisions  on  their  merits,  but  it  was  expressly  stated  that  this  was 
doue  under  the  supervisory  administrative  authority  vested  in  the 
Secretary,  and  because  in  each  case  there  had  been  a  full  trial,  and  a 
complete  record  sent  up,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  rights  of  either 
party  woald  be  prejudiced  by  an  immediate  final  determination.  In 
this  case,  however,  there  was  not  a  full  trial.  The  contestee  stood  upon 
his  objection  to  the  service  of  notice,  and  declined  to  introduce  testi- 
mony. 

In  the  case  of  Harkness  v.  Hyde,  98  U.  S.,  476,  the  supreme  court 
of  the  United  States  says: 

The  right  of  the  defendant  to  insist  upon  the  objection  to  the  illegality  of  the  ser* 
Tice  was  not  waived  by  the  special  appearance  of  counsel  for  him  to  move  the 
diimttBal  of  the  action  on  that  ground,  or  what  we  consider  as  intended,  that  the 
service  be  set  aside;  nor,  when  that  motion  was  overruled,  by  their  answering  for 
him  to  the  merits  of  the  action.  Illegality  in  a  proceeding  by  which  jurisdiction  is 
to  be  obtained  is  in  no  case  waived  by  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  callinn^  the  attention  of  the  court  to  such  irregularity;  nor  is  the  objection 
waived  when  being  nrged'it  is  overruled,  and  the  defendant  is  thereby  compelled  to 
answer.  He  is  not  considered  as  abandoning  his  objection  because  he  does  not 
•nbmit  to  further  proceedings  without  contestation,  it  is  only  where  he  pleads  to 
the  merits  in  the  first  instance,  withon  t  insisting  upon  the  illegality,  that  the  ob- 
jection is  deemed  waived. 

And  as  jurisdiction  had  not  been  obtained,  either  by  service  or 
waiver,  it  follows  that  the  decisions  of  the  ofQces  below  on  the  merits 
of  the  case  were  without  authority,  and  must  be  set  aside  and  vacated. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OfiSce  is 
reversed,  and  the  case  will  be  remanded  for  notice  and  hearing  according 
to  the  Rules  of  Practice. 


C.  W.  Morris. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  4, 1895,  21 
L.  D.,  482,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  February  21, 1896. 
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RALLBOAD  GRANT-SECTION  1,  ACT  OF  APRIL  81,  1876. 

Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  t^.  McFabdbn. 

The  confimiAtory  operation  of  section  1,  act  of  April  21,  1876,  is  not  defeated  by  an 
order  of  cancellation  that  becomea  final  for  want  of  appeal  prior  to  the  passage 
of  said  act,  nor  by  the  notation  of  said  order  on  the  records  after  the  passage 
thereof. 

The  ruling  announced  in  the  ease  of  the  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  20  L.  D.,  191, 
modified. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  CammtMioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  2tj  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  petition  forwarded  with  yonr  offioe  letter  of 
October  23, 1895,  filed  on  behalf  of  George  G.  McFadden,  invoking  the 
snpervisory  power  of  this  Department  and  asking  further  considera- 
tion of  the  case  of  the  I^orthern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  v.  George  G.  McFad- 
den,  involving  the  N.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  Sec.  31,  T.  7  N.,  B.  2  E.,  Helena 
land  district,  Montana. 

This  case  was  first  considered  in  departmental  decision  of  May  18, 
1895  (L.  and  B.,  308),  upon  appeal  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Raihroad 
Company  from  your  office  decision  of  November  15,  1889,  holding  for 
re-instatement  the  homestead  entry  of  McFadden  as  to  the  tract  above 
described. 

This  land  is  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  upon  the  filing  of 
the  map  of  general  ronte  of  the  main  line  of  said  road,  which  map  was 
filed  February  21, 1872. 

The  order  of  withdrawal  issued  by  your  office  on  account  thereof  was 
received  at  the  local  office  May  5, 1872.  Prior  to  the  receipt  of  said 
order  of  withdrawal,  to  wit,  on  March  5,  1872,  McFadden  was  per- 
mitted to  make  homestead  entry,  by  the  local  officers,  covering  the  E.  ^ 
ot  the  SE.  J,  Sec.  30,  and  the  N.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  Sec.  31,  T.  7  N.,  R.  2  E., 
which  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office  letter  of  November 
20, 1874,  as  to  the  tract  in  the  odd  numbered  section,  for  conflict  with 
the  withdrawal  made  on  account  of  the  railroad  grant,  and  the  entry 
was  formally  canceled  by  your  office  letter  of  May  2, 1877. 

On  April  29, 1879,  McFadden  made  proof  upon  the  entry  as  to  the 
tract  in  Sec.  30^  for  which  he  received  final  certificate  and  upon  which 
patent  has  since  issued. 

The  line  of  the  company's  road  was  definitely  located  opposite  this 
land  July  6,  1882.  On  July  6, 1883,  the  local  officers  transmitted  an 
application  by  McFadden  for  the  re-instatement  of  his  entry  as  to  the 
tract  in  the  odd  numbered  section,  said  application  being  based  upon 
the  provisions  of  Sec.  1  of  the  act  of  April  21, 1876  (19  Stat,  35). 

Upon  this  application  numerous  proceedings  were  had  resulting  in 
your  office  decision  of  May  15, 1889,  which  held,  as  before  stated,  that 
the  entry  by  McFadden  should  be  reinstated. 

From  this  decision  the  company  appealed  and  in  departmental  deci- 
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gion  of  May  18,  1895,  before  referred  to,  your  oflBce  decision  was 
reversed  and  the  application  for  re-instatement  denied  upon  the  ground 
that  as  McFadden  failed  to  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  Novem- 
ber 20, 1874,  holding  his  entry  for  cancellation,  the  same  became  final 
at  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  appeal  and  that  the  act  of 
eotering  upon  the  records  the  formal  concellation  of  the  entry  was  not 
necessary  for  the  finality  of  the  judgment  of  cancellation,  so  that  it 
was  held  that  McFadden's  entry  as  to  the  tract  in  question  was  can- 
celed prior  to  the  act  of  April  21,  1876,  supra. 

This  action  was  taken  under  the  authority  of  the  decision  of  this 
Department  in  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (20 
L.  D.,  191). 

McFadden  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  said  decision  but  as  nothing 
Bew  was  set  up  therein  the  same  was  accordingly  denied  by  depart- 
mental decision  of  July  20, 1895. 

The  present  petition  is  in  the  nature  of  a  motion  for  re-review  and  is 
based  upon  the  ground  that  no  notice  was  ever  received  by  McFadden 
of  your  office  decision  of  November  20, 1874,  holding  his  entry  for  can- 
cellation. 

This  motion  was  duly  served  upon  the  company  and  it  has  filed  its 
answer  thereto,  so  that  the  case  may  be  considered  in  its  present 
condition. 

As  before  stated,  the  decision  of  May  18, 1895,  overruling  the  action 
of  your  office  in  holding  for  re-instatement  McFadden's  entry  as  to 
the  tract  in  the  odd-numbered  section,  was  based  ux>on  departmental 
decision  of  March  12, 1895,  supra. 

In  that  case  the  Northern  Pacific  E.  B.  Oo.,  attempted  to  list,  on 
account  of  its  grant,  a  tract  formerly  embraced  in  the  entry  of  one 
Silas  H.  Murray.  Murray's  entry  was  made  after  the  filing  of  the 
map  of  general  route  but  before  notice  of  the  order  of  withdrawal 
thereon  was  received  at  the  local  office. 

On  November  22, 1874,  his  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  for  con- 
flict with  the  company's  grant  and  although  he  failed  to  appeal  there- 
from,  his  entry  was  not  finally  canceled  upon  the  records  until  March 
4, 1890. 

The  company  listed  the  land  December  21, 1886,  its  list  being  rejected 
by  the  local  officers  for  conflict  with  Murray's  entry,  and  this  action 
was  sustained  by  your  office  decision  of  March  4, 1890,  in  which  it  was 
held,  following  the  decision  in  the  case  of  said  company  against  Burns 
(^>  L.  D.,  21),  that  Murray's  entry  was  capable  of  confirmation  under 
tiie  act  of  April  21, 1876  (19  Stat.,  36),  and  it  therefore  served  to  except 
the  tract  from  the  grant. 

The  company  appealed,  said  appeal  being  considered  in  the  decision 
of  March  12, 1895  {supra),  in  which  the  decision  in  the  case  of  North- 
ern Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Bums  {supra)  was  overruled,  and  it  was  held: 

The  confirmation  of  entries  under  section  1,  act  of  April  21,  1876,  is  solely  for  the 
10332— VOL  22 15 
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I>enefit  of  the  iadividaal  claimant,  conditioned  upon  his  compliance  with  law.  aad 
-was  not  intended  to  confirm  the  entry  absolutely,  as  against  the  right  of  the  com- 
jpany,  so  as  to  except  the  land  from  the  grant  in  favor  of  any  other  settler. 

This  was  the  only  question  considered  in  said  case,  and  the  hokling 
thereon  is  adhered  to.  Murray  haying  been  afforded  an  opportunity 
^  apply  for  confirmation  under  the  act  of  1876,  and  having  failed  to 
irespond,  no  question  was  presented  by  the  record  as  to  his  right  of 
tx>nfirmation,  nor  was  it  material  when  the  judgment  holding  his  entry 
for  cancellation  became  final,  or  whether  the  entry  by  Murray  was  to 
be  considered  as  canceled  or  uncanceled  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
company's  map  of  definite  location. 

In  the  case  of  Southern  Minnesota  By.  Go.  v,  Bottomly  (4  L.  D.,  208), 
Bottomly's  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office  decision  of 
March  14, 1874,  and  upon  appeal  the  same  was  affirmed  October  23, 1871 

Correspondence  was  opened  with  the  company  looking  to  securing 
its  relinquishment  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  and  the  judgment 
was  never  executed,  that  is,  the  entry  was  never  finally  canceled  upon 
the  records,  and  by  departmental  decision  of  October  31,  1885,  said 
«ntry  was  held  to  be  confirmed  under  the  act  of  April  21, 1876. 

In  the  case  of  Enapp  v.  Northern  Pacific  R«  B.  Go.  (11  L.  D.,  85),  it 
was  held : 

An  entry  made  in  good  faith  hy  an  actual  settler  within  the  limits  of  a  railroad 
grant  prior  to  the  time  when  notice  of  withdrawal  is  received  at  the  local  oi&ce,  and 
Qnder  which  dne  compliance  with  law  is  shown,  is  confirmed  hy  section  1,  of  the  act 
•of  April  21  p  1876,  and  the  cancellation  of  such  entry,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act 
-will  not  defeat  the  confirmatory  operation  thereof. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  a  settlement  made  before  notice  of 
the  withdrawal  is  received  at  the  local  oflice  is  protected  by  the  act  of 
April  21, 1876  {supra).  See  Jacobs  v.  Northern  Pacific  E.  R.  Co.  (6  L.  D., 
223) ;  Kimberland  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (8  L.  D.,  318) ;  and 
Catlin  V,  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (9  L.  D.,  423). 

In  view  of  these  repeated  rulings  extending  the  protection  granted 
by  the  act  of  April  21, 1876,  to  settlement  claims  and  to  entries  ordered 
canceled,  and  actually  noted  as  canceled  upon  the  records,  I  must  hold 
that  the  cancellation  upon  the  record  of  McFadden's  entry  in  1877  does 
not  bar  extending  to  him  the  protection  granted  by  the  act  of  April  !il, 
1876.  I  therefore  recall  the  previous  decision  of  this  Department,  and 
for  the  reasons  herein  given,  your  office  decision  of  November  15, 1889, 
holding  for  reinstatement  McFadden's  entry  as  to  the  tract  in  the  odd- 
numbered  section,  is  affirmed,  and  so  far  as  the  decision  of  March  12, 
1896  (20  L.  D.,  191),  may  be  in  conflict  herewith,  the  same  will  not  be 
followed.    The  company's  claim  to  this  tract  will  stand  rejected. 
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RAHJROAB  GRANT— DIAGRAM  OF  LIMITS. 

McLean  v.  Union  Pacific  B.  K,  Co. 

The  limita  of  a  railroad  grant  as  shown  on  a  diagram  recognized  for  a  long  term  of 
yean  by  the  General  Land  Office,  and  upon  which  the  grant  has  been  practically 
adjusted,  will  not  be  disturbed. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

21, 1896.  (P.  W.  0.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  November 
11, 1893,  sustaining  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  the  appli- 
cation tendered  by  Kenneth  McLean  to  enter  the  SW.  ^  of  Sec.  31, 
T.  13  IS.j  B.  14  W.,  Grand  Island  land  district,  Nebraska,  for  conflict 
with  the  grant  for  the  Union  Pacific  liailroad  company. 

This  caae  was  first  considered  by  yoor  office  in  its  decision  of  Decem- 
ber 16, 1890,  in  which  the  rejection  of  McLean's  application  for  conflict 
with  the  grant  for  said  company  was  sustained  for  the  reason  that 
according  to  the  recognized  diagram  showing  the  limits  of  said  grant 
in  the  neighborhood  of  this  land  this  tract  was  included  within  the 
limits,  the  records  showing  no  claim  to  the  land  at  the  date  of  the 
attachment  of  rights  under  the  company's  grant,  nor  was  there  any 
aUegation  made  by  McLean  of  a  claim  sufficient  to  except  the  land  from 
6aid  grant. 

Ill  his  appeal  to  this  Department  McLean  aUeged  that  this  tract  was 
without  the  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  company  and  in  support  thereof 
he  #)ed  a  letter  from  the  laud  commissioner  of  the  company,  dated 
April  22, 1890,  in  which  it  was  stated  that:  ''Said  land  is  not  within 
the  limits  of  the  grant  to  this  company  and  is  therefore  not  our  land." 

On  June  2, 1892,  said  appeal  was  considered  by  this  Department 
and  in  view  of  the  allegations  and  showing  made  by  McLean,  the  case 
was  remanded  to  your  office  for  an  investigation  as  to  whether  said 
tract  is  in  fact  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  company  there 
appearing  to  be  a  discrepancy  between  the  plats  on  file  in  your  office 
and  those  in  the  local  office.  In  said  decision  it  was  suggested  that 
McLean  might  have  an  opportunity  to  secure  the  company's  relinquish- 
meDt  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  22, 1874. 

It  appears  that  the  matter  was  laid  before  the  company  and  its 
xelinqnishment  requested  but  that  it  has  refused  to  relinquish  in  favor 
of  McLean. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  question  as  to  whether  the  land  was  in 
I>oiut  of  fact  within  the  limits  of  said  company's  grant,  your  office 
decision  of  Pebruary  8, 1893,  held  the  land  to  be  without  the  company's 
grant  and  rejected  its  claim  to  the  same,  but  upon  motion  for  review, 
SHid  dedsion  was  reconsidered  in  your  office  decision  of  November  11, 
1893,  and  the  previous  decision  of  your  office  rejecting  McLean's  appli- 
cation for  conflict  with  the  company's  grant  was  adhered  to. 
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Upon  the  question  as  to  the  location  of  this  land  with  regard  to  the 
several  diagrams  prepared  by  your  office,  the  following  appears  to  be 
the  facts  in  the  case: 

In  January,  1866,  the  Union  Pacific  Bailway  company  filed  its  map 
of  definite  location  of  the  second  hundred  miles  west  of  Omaha,  oppo- 
site which  the  land  in  question  is  situated.  According  to  the  limits 
a4ju8ted  to  said  map  of  location,  this  land  was  found  to  De  within  the 
limits  of  the  grant  and  the  local  officers  were  furnished  with  a  diagram 
showing  the  same. 

On  June  19, 1866,  the  company  filed  a  map  of  amended  definite  loca- 
tion of  the  second  hundred  miles  west  of  Omaha,  which  was  accepted 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  forwarded  to  your  office  with 
directions  to  adjust  the  limits  of  the  grant  according  to  the  line  shown 
on  said  map. 

It  appears  that  there  is  a  jog  or  set-off  in  the  surveys  between  town- 
ships 12  and  13  north,  which  at  the  x)oint  nearest  the  land  in  question 
amounts  to  nearly  one  and  a  half  miles.  This  set-off  is  not  shown 
upon  the  paper  on  which  the  limits  were  adjusted  to  this  amended  map 
of  location,  which  limits  include  the  tract  in  question  within  the  com- 
pany's grant. 

This  diagram,  as  seen,  has  been  recognized  by  your  office  and  the 
grant  practically  adjusted  thereon. 

The  terminal  of  the  second  hundred  miles  is  but  a  short  distance 
west  of  the  land  in  question  and  upon  the  filing  of  the  location  of  the 
third  hundred  miles  west  of  Omaha,  the  diagram  prepared  in  your 
office  upon  said  third  hundred  miles,  shows  the  limits  of  the  grant  ca>r- 
ried  east  of  the  eastern  terminal  of  the  third  hundred  miles  and  the 
western  terminal  of  the  second  hundred  miles.  Upon  said  diagram , 
however,  a  line  was  drawn  due  north  and  south  at  the  point  of  junction 
between  the  second  and  third  hundred  miles  until  it  met  the  outer 
limits  of  the  grant  where  it  was  joined  with  the  limit  shown  upon  the 
diagram  for  the  second  hundred  miles.  This  continuation  upon  the 
diagram  adjusted  to  the  third  hundred  miles  shows  the  land  in  question 
to  be  just  without  the  limits,  but  the  same  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  the  recognized  diagram  in  use  in  the  adjustment  of  this  grant,  the 
same  being  recognized  only  as  to  the  portion  of  the  limits  shown  thereon 
west  of  the  terminal  line  drawn  between  the  second  and  third  hundre<l 
miles. 

It  appears  that  since  this  case  was  returned  to  your  office  you  have 
had  a  new  diagram  prepared  upon  paper  properly  representing  the 
actual  condition  of  the  government  survey  and  the  limits  reduced  to 
the  smallest  legal  sub-division  cut  by  the  outer  limits  of  the  grant. 
According  to  this  diagram  this  land  is  without  the  limits  of  the  com- 
pany's grant  and,  as  stated  in  your  office  decision  of  November  11, 1893 : 

It  also  showR  other  tracts  to  which  the  company's  title  has  never  been  qnestione^i 
to  be  outside  said  limits  and  on  the  south  side  of  the  line  of  the  road  it  shows  & 
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qnantft J  of  land  to  be  inside  the  lateral  limits  of  the  grant,  which  the  company  has 
never  claimed,  and  which  probably,  has  been  disposed  of  to  individuals. 

According  to  this  new  diagram  it  is  also  shown  that  this  land  would 
be  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  upon  the  first  location,  even  upon  the 
changed  condition  and  an  accurate  adjustment. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  to  disturb  the  limits  shown  upon  the  dia- 
gram recogni2ed  for  a  quarter  of  a  century  in  the  adjustment  of  this 
grant  would  result  in  confusion  of  title  and  after  a  careful  considera- 
tion of  the  matter  I  am  unwilling  to  give  my  consent  to  the  proposed 
change  in  the  limits. 

In  the  case  of  0.  W.  Aldrach  (13  L.  D.,  572)  it  was  held  that  a  dia- 
gram  showing  the  limits  of  the  railroad  grant  prepared  concurrently 
with  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location  and  upon  which  the  with- 
drawal is  ordered,  will  not  be  disturbed  after  such  withdrawal  has 
stood  unquestioned  for  a  long  term  of  years  and  rights  have  vested 
thereunder. 

According  to  the  showing  made  McLean  is  not  entitled  to  any  par- 
ticular equity  as  he  does  not  appear  to  have  acted  upon  the  company's 
information  furnished  him  to  the  effect  that  the  land  was  not  within 
the  limits  of  its  grant  and  not  claimed  by  it.  While  it  is  true  that  he 
thereupon  tendered  an  application  at  the  local  oflice,  the  same  was 
rejected  by  the  local  officers  and  he  was  then  advised  that  the  laud  was 
within  the  limits  of  the  company's  grant. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  matter  I  must  affirm  your  office 
decision  and  the  application  by  McLean  wiU  stand  rejected. 


BAII^BOAD  I^ANI>S-SECmON  8,  ACT  OF  SEPTEMBEB  89, 1890. 

Wabd's  Heibs  V.  Labobbaque. 

The  right  of  purchase  accorded  a  licensee  by  section  3,  act  of  September  29,  1890,  is 
transferable,  and  inheritable,  and  may  be  exercised  on  behalf  of  the  heirs  of  a 
licensee. 

The  reeordfl  of  the  Department  disclose  the  fact  that  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad 
Company  issued  a  circular  inviting  settlement  upon  its  lands,  and  judicial  notice 
of  such  fact  may  be  taken  in  the  disposition  of  cases  involving  the  rights  of 
aUeged  licensees  thereunder. 

Neither  the  circular  issued  by  the  company  inviting  settlement,  nor  the  application 
of  the  settler  thereunder,  taken  alone,  constitute  a  license ;  but  the  two,  when 
taken  together,  establish  the  right  of  the  settler  as  a  licensee. 

Tbe  tenant  of  a  licensee  has  no  right  as  a  settler  that  can  be  set  up  to  defeat  the 
possession  of  the  licensee. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

21^  1896.  (0.  J.  Or.) 

A  motion  has  been  filed  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  Decem- 
ber 4, 1895,  involving  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  15,  T.  14  8.,  R.  7  E.,  San  Fran- 
CLBco  land  dlBtrict,  California. 
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The  land  in  qnestion  was  included  within  the  grant  to  the  Soatb^m 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  forfeited  by  the  act  of  Congress  approved 
September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496). 

Notwithstanding  said  departmental  decision  of  December  4, 1895, 
was  a  formal  affirmance  of  the  concurring  conclusions  of  the  local  office 
and  your  office  the  fall  record  was  examined  and  carefully  considered 
at  that  time. 

The  record  in  this  case  is  as  follows :  Beiy amin  R.  Deyaul  went  into 
possession  of  this  land  in  pursuance  of  a  published  invitation  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company.  Devaul's  application  is  of  record 
in  the  office  of  said  company.  In  1875  and  1876  he  conveyed  by  quit 
claim  deed  all  his  possessory  right,  title  and  interest  in  the  land  in 
controversy  to  WiUiam  B.  Ward.  Ward  resided  on  said  land  with,  his 
family  ftom  1875  to  1882,  when  he  removed  to  section  17,  same  township 
and  range.  He,  however,  continued  in  possession  from  1882  to  1890. 
On  April  11, 1890,  Ward  applied  to  the  railroad  company  to  purchase 
said  land,  and  his  application  was  duly  acknowledged  by  the  a^ent  of 
the  company.  Under  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  this  application 
could  avail  him  nothing,  as  said  application  was  filed  subsequently  to 
January  1, 1888,  but  it  may  be  accepted  as  an  evidence  of  his  intention 
at  that  time. 

During  the  summer  of  1890  there  was  much  uncertainty  as  to  what 
disposition  Congress  would  make  of  these  railroad  lands,  and  as  to 
what  status  would  be  accorded  persons  in  possession  of  them.  In  case 
these  lands  were  restored  to  the  public  domain  without  giving  those  in 
possession  an  opportunity  to  secure  title  thereto  by  purchase,  it  was 
well  known  that  there  would  probably  be  a  rush  of  settlers  and  ^^ jump- 
ers" anxious  to  enter  them.  In  view  of  this  condition  of  affairs,  about 
July  25, 1890,  Mrs.  Laborraque,  the  defendant  herein,  at  the  request  of 
Ward,  moved  upon  the  land  and  occupied  the  buildings  thereon.  Mrs. 
Laborraque's  son,  John,  was  employed  by  Ward,  and  as  Mrs.  Labor- 
raque could  not  speak  English,  the  transaction  was  arranged  by  her 
sou.  It  is  shown  that  at  the  time  Mrs.  Laborraque  went  on  the  land  in 
controversy  there  were  improvements  thereon  valued  at  $1,000,  consist- 
ing'of  a  dwelling  house,  barn,  dairy  house,  water  pipes,  fencing,  et-c* 
William  B.  Ward  died  in  October,  1890,  soon  after  the  passage  of  the 
forfeiture  act.  Mrs.  Laborraque  continued  to  reside  on  the  land  and 
her  son,  John,  continued  in  the  employ  of  the  Ward  family. 

On  June  21, 1892,  Clarissa  L.  Ward,  in  behalf  of  the  heirs  of  William 
B.  Ward,  applied  to  purchase  the  W.  i  of  Sec.  15,  T.  14  S.,  R.  7  E., 
under  the  provisions  of  section  three  of  the  forfeiture  act. 

On  July  27, 1892,  Marie  Laborraque  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
NW.  J  and  one  D.  J.  Mankins  made  homestead  entry  for  the  SW.  J  of 
said  section. 

On  July  27, 1893,  a  hearing  was  had  to  determine  the  rights  of  the 
respective  parties.  Mankins  relinquished  his  entry,  and  on  the  proof 
submitted  the  heirs  were  aUowed  to  purchase  the  southwest  quarter. 
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Upon  the  evidence  adduced  the  local  ofSce  rendered  decision  finding 
that  the  i>laintiff8  had  established  their  right  to  purchase  the  land  in 
controversy  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  Laborraque's  entry. 

An  appeal  was  made  to  your  office,  and  by  letter  of  June  6, 1894,  yon 
concurred  in  the  finding  of  the  local  office.  Upon  further  appeal  your 
office  decision  was  affirmed  by  departmental  decision  of  December  4^ 
1S95. 

The  defendant,  Mrs.  Laborraque,  claims  that  she  went  on  this  land 
with  the  understanding  that  in  the  event  of  its  reverting  to  the  govern- 
ment she  would  be  at  liberty  to  exercise  the  right  of  entry.  Mrs. 
Ward,  on  the  other  hand,  contends  the  agreement  was  that  in  case 
William  B.  Ward  could  not  secure  title  either  from  the  railroad  com- 
pany or  the  government,  then  Mrs.  Laborraque  could  have  the  land. 

In  his  motion  for  review  counsel  for  defendant  alleges  that  it  was 
error  to  hold  that  Mrs.  Ward  was  entitled  to  purchase  in  the  name  of 
the  heirs  of  William  B.  Ward. 

Ward  was  alive  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  September 
29,1890.  If  at  the  time  of  his  death,  he  was  in  possession  of  this  land 
and  was  entitled  to  purchase  the  same  under  section  three  of  said  act^ 
then  that  right  descended  to  his  heirs.  Such  a  right  is  a  descendible 
and  inheritable  one.  Reith  v.  Miles  (19  L.  D.,  449.)  However,  the  fact 
of  whether  or  not  Mrs.  Ward  is  acting  in  the  capacity  of  executrix  or 
administratrix,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  to  that  effect,  is  a  matter 
between  the  government  and  Mrs.  Ward,  and  can  in  no  way  affect  any 
rights  which  Mrs.  Laborraque  may  have.  Her  rights  must  depend 
upon  the  showing  she  makes,  regardless  of  the  capacity  in  which  Mrs. 
Ward  is  acting.  The  heirs  are  the  only  third  parties  who  can  properl7 
object  to  the  form  of  Mrs.  Ward's  application.  It  must  be  presumed 
that  Mrs.  Ward  made  her  application  in  the  interest  of  the  heirs,  and 
by  your  office  decision  title  will  enure  to  them. 

Counsel  also  claims  that  it  was  error  to  find  that  Ward  was  in 
possession  of  the  land  under  license  from  the  railroad  company.  As 
previously  shown  William  B.  Ward  came  into  possession  of  this  land 
by  purchase  from  Benjamin  E.  Devaul.  Devaul  had  a  possessory  right 
by  virtue  of  his  acceptance  of  the  circular  invitation  of  the  railroad 
company  to  settlers  to  go  upon  these  lands.  In  Eastman  v.  Wisemau 
(18  L.  D.y  337)  it  was  held  that  this  is  a  transferable  right.  It  cannot 
be  denied  that  Devaul  had  such  a  right  nor  that  he  transferred  it  to 
William  B.  Ward.  But  defendant  claims  that  the  proof  of  such  license 
is  insufficient.  Citing  the  case  of  Eastman  v.  Wiseman,  supra,  defend- 
ant argues  that  the  circular  issued  by  the  railroad  company  iuviting 
persons  to  settle  on  these  lands  should  be  put  in  evidence. 

The  records  of  this  Department  disclose  the  fact  that  such  a  circular 
as  tiie  one  herein  referred  to  was  isssued  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company.  For  this  reason  judicial  notice  may  be  taken  of  the 
&ame.    In  the  recent  case  of  Oates  et  al.  v,  McElroy  (21  L.  D.,  515)  tho 
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applicant  to  purchase  claimed  to  be  in  possession  by  virtue  of  the  pub- 
lished invitation  of  the  company.  He  also  claimed  to  have  received  the 
acknowledgment  by  the  company.  But  he  had  mislaid  the  circular  and 
the  letter  of  the  company  acknowledging  receipt  of  his  application.  A 
certified  copy,  however,  of  his  application  to  purchase  fi:t>m  the  railroad 
company,  was  introduced.  It  was  held  that  said  applicant  established 
such  a  license  from  the  company  as  is  contemplated  by  the  act  of  Sep- 
tember 29,  1890.  In  the  more  recent  case  of  Moore  r.  Maguire  on 
re-review,  (324  L.  &  R.  482)  a  copy  of  the  circular  issued  by  the  South- 
ern Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  put  in  evidence  and  is  set  forth  in 
said  decision.  In  view  of  these  decisions,  and  others,  it  is  seen  that 
the  Department  has  taken  and  may  take  judicial  cognizaDce  of  such  a 
circular. 

By  taking  such  judicial  notice  of  the  circular  invitation  of  the  com- 
pany it  must  not  be  inferred  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Department 
to  hold  that  said  circular  alone  constitutes  the  applicant's  license.  To 
hold  thus  would  be  to  break  down  the  distinction  between  the  two  classes 
of  persons  enumerated  in  section  three  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890, 
namely,  1st.  Persons  who  ^^are  in  possession"  of  such  lands,  ^^ under 
deed,  written  contract  with,  or  license  from,  the  State  or  corporation  to 
which  such  grant  was  made,  or  its  assignees."  2d.  Persons  who  <^may 
have  settled  said  lands  with  bona  fide  intent  to  secure  title  thereto  by 
purchase  from  the  State  or  corporation."  Such  holding  would  place  the 
persons  of  the  second  class  on  the  same  footing  as  those  of  the  first, 
which  was  clearly  not  the  intent  of  the  act.  But  there  must  be  some- 
thing more.  There  must  be  an  acceptance  of  the  terms  of  the  circular, 
by  way  of  an  application,  on  the  part  of  the  settler.  <<  Without  such 
application  the  company  would  have  no  means  of  knowing  the  exact 
tracts  desired  or  claimed  by  each  particular  settler."   Moore  v,  Maguire, 

The  rulings  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Eastman  r.  Wiaeman, 
supra,  are  undoubtedly  correct.  In  that  case  it  was  held,  inter  alia 
(syllabus) — 

The  proYisions  of  section  3,  of  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29,  1890,  acoording 
a  preference  right  of  entry  to  persons  who  are  in  possession  of  forfeited  lands  under 
'license"  from  a  railroad  company,  extend  to  one  who  takes  possession  of,  and 
improves  snch  lands  under  the  circular  invitation  of  the  company,  and  in  accordance 
with  said  circular  applies  to  purchase  said  lands  of  the  company. 

From  the  above  it  will  be  seen  that  there  must  be  a  mutuality  or 
combination  of  acts  in  order  to  constitute  a  license.  First,  act  on  the 
part  of  the  company  in  issuing  their  circular  inviting  settlers  to  take 
possession  of  and  improve  these  lands  on  the  conditions  prescribed 
therein;  second,  act  on  the  part  of  the  settler  in  accepting  the  terms  of 
said  circular  and  applying  to  purchase  said  lands.  One  is  not  complete 
without  the  other.  Neither  the  circular  nor  the  application,  alone,  can 
be  regarded  as  constituting  the  settler's  license;  but  a  combination  of 
the  two  insures  his  right.    And  so  soon  as  these  acts  on  the  part  of  the 
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company  and  the  applicant  are  performed,  the  proof  of  such  a  license 
becomes  a  mere  matter  of  evidence.  This  evidence  may  consist  of  the 
personal  acknowledgment  by  the  company  of  the  settler's  application, 
or  evidence  that  his  application  is  of  record  in  the  office  of  the  com- 
pany, or  it  may  be  derived  by  necessary  implication  from  the  circum- 
stances sarrounding  the  settler's  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
cbcolar  invitation. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  evidence  that  the  application  of  licensee 
Devaol  is  of  record  in  the  office  of  the  company,  is  not  only  proof  that 
he  made  application  but  also  proof  that  he  had  received  the  circular 
invitation  of  the  company,  and  had  gone  into  x)ossession  of  the  land  in 
compliance  with  its  terms.  This  constituted  his  license,  whether  he  had 
ever  gotten  a  reply  from  the  company  or  not.  His  right  being  trans- 
ferable it  cannot  but  follow  that  the  transferee  Ward  was  in  possession 
of  the  laud  in  question  under  license  ft'om  the  railroad  company. 

The  cases  of  James  C.  Daly,  on  review  (18  L.  D.,  571),  ^jid  Brown  v. 
Anderson  (21  L.  D.,  193),  must  not  be  construed  as  being  in  conflict 
with  any  ruling  in  the  case  of  Eastman  v,  Wiseman,  supra.  It  was  not 
held  in  the  latter  case  that  the  postal  card  which  the  settler  received 
from  the  railroad  company  constituted  his  Hcensej  by  implication  or  other- 
wise, but  that  it  was  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  license  to  said  settler. 
In  the  first  cases,  above  mentioned  a  wrong  interpretation  was  put  upon 
the  tme  ruling  in  the  Eastman  v.  Wiseman  case,  in  that  particular. 

As  to  whether  or  not  William  B.  Ward  was  in  actual  possession  of 
the  land  in  question  at  the  date  of  the  forfeiture  act,  the  evidence  is 
very  plain  that  Mrs.  Laborraque  was  merely  his  tenant,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  settler  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  for- 
feiture act.  There  is  no  evidence  that,  previous  to  that  date,  Ward 
had  in  any  manner  parted  with  his  right  of  i)OSse8sion.  To  hold  that 
he  had,  would  be  to  hold  that  he  knew,  at  the  time  he  put  Mrs.  Labor- 
raque on  the  land,  he  could  not  gain  title  either  from  the  railroad  com- 
pany or  the  government.  There  was  too  much  conjecture,  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  forfeiture  act,  as  to  what  action  Congress  would  take  in 
the  matter  of  the  disposal  of  these  lands,  to  arrive  at  such  a  conclusion. 
It  is  entirely  too  remote  to  claim,  whatever  may  have  been  the  opinion 
in  the  community  as  to  the  final  disx)osition  of  these  lands  by  the  gov- 
ernment, that  Ward  had  concluded  that  he  could  not  secure  title  to 
them  in  any  way,  and  that  he  would  therefore  surrender,  for  nothing, 
the  possessory  right  he  had  purchased  and  the  valuable  improvements 
he  had  made.  Hence,  it  must  be  concluded  that  Ward  was  in  posses 
sion  on  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  and 
thas  qualified  to  purchase  under  said  act.  It  is  a  significant  feature 
that  Mrs.  Laborraque  did  not  make  her  homestead  application  untU 
nearly  two  years  after  the  passage  of  the  forfeiture  act. 

Upon  the  above  showing  I  see  no  reason  for  changing  the  depart- 
mental decision  already  rendered.  The  motion  for  review  is  therefore 
denied. 
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TIMBER  ASJ>  STOXE  ACT— I>rPROVEMEXTS-AU1ENATION. 

Kingston  v.  Eckman. 

The  presence  of  improYemento  on  a  tract  of  land  will  not  exclade  it  from  diapoeal 
under  the  act  of  June  8, 1878,  if  aaid  improvements  are  not  made  and  maintained 
under  a  bona  fide  occapation  of  the  land. 

A  contract  or  agreement  that  does  not  affect,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  title  to  the  land 
is  not  within  the  inhibitory  provisions  of  section  2  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  CommisHaner  of  the  General  Land  Offiocy  February 

J21j  1896.  (C.  J.  G.) 

This  controversy  is  in  relation  to  the  S.  J  of  the  if  W.  J  and  lot  1  of 
Sec.  13  and  lot  4  of  Sec.  14,  T.  66  ^.^  R.  19  W.,  Duluth  land  district, 
Minnesota. 

On  June  15, 1893,  the  day  on  which  the  plat  of  survey  embracing  this 
land  was  filed  in  the  local  office,  Henry  Eckman  filed  timber  and  stone 
application  to  purchase  said  land,  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878  (20 
Stat.,  891),  as  amended  by  the  act  of  August  4, 1892  (27  Stat.,  348). 

On  the  same  day  Lestina  A.  Kingston  filed  timber  and  stone  applica- 
tion for  the  same  land,  which  was  at  first  held  subject  to  Eckman's 
application,  but  later,  on  August  25, 1893  she  was  allowed  to  make 
her  filing. 

On  September  16, 1893,  Eckman  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  make 
final  proof  and  payment  for  said  land.  Said  notice  issued  and  was  duly 
published  in  a  newspaper  for  ten  consecutive  weeks  prior  to  the  time 
set  for  submitting  proof.  December  18, 1893,  was  the  date  fixed  for 
making  said  proof.  Kingston  was  summoned  to  appear  and  show  cause 
why  Eckman  should  not  be  allowed  to  make  final  proof  and  payment 
for  the  land  described,  and  her  filing  be  canceled.  She  was  also  per- 
sonally served  with  notice. 

On  December  18,  1893,  Kingston  appeared  in  person  and  by  her 
attorney  and  filed  protest  against  the  acceptance  of  final  proof  by 
Eckman. 

The  allegations  of  Kingston's  protest,  as  set  forth  in  your  office  deci- 
sion, are  substantially  as  follows:  That  Eckman  obtained  his  priority 
by  physical  force  and  intimidation;  that  his  application  did  not  prop 
erly  describe  the  land,  and  that  he  was  not  identified  at  the  land 
office,  as  required  by  law;  that  the  affidavit  was  not  such  as  required 
by  law ;  that  the  affidavit  by  said  Eckman  of  **  no  improvements  of 
any  bona  fide  settler"  on  the  land,  was  substantially  false  and  was  a 
quibble  and  evasion  of  the  law ;  that  the  proof  of  the  citizenship  of 
Eckman  was  not  such  as  required  by  law,  and  that  the  same  was  irreg- 
ularly filed;  that  Eckman  was  not  at  the  date  of  filing  a  resident  of 
Duluth  land  district,  and  was  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  timber 
and  stone  act  in  said  district;  that  there  were  valuable  improvements 
on  the  land  belonging  to  the  petitioner;  that  Eckman  was  a  trespasser 
seeking  to  seize  the  valuable  imi)rovements  of  protestant,  and  that  he 
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was  taking  said  land  on  speculation  and  had  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  other  persons  to  give  them  an  interest  in  said  land  or  the  timber 
thereon. 

On  December  19, 1893,  the  testimony  in  the  case  was  taken,  both  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  being  present  in  person  and  by  their  attorneys. 

Upon  examination  of  the  case,  after  the  testimony  was  submitted, 
the  local  officers  rendered  dissenting  opinions;  the  register  finding  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  and  the  receiver  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Both 
parties  appealed  from  these  decisions,  and  by  office  letter  of  October  20, 
1894,  you  affirmed  the  finding  of  the  register  and  dismissed  plaintiff'^s 
protest.  A  further  appeal  by  the  plaintiff  brings  the  case  to  this 
Department.  The  errors  assigned,  fifteen  in  number,  in  said  appeal 
are  practically  the  same  as  those  on  which  the  appeal  to  your  office  was 
based,  and  follow  in  the  line  of  the  allegations  of  protest  filed  previous 
to  the  hearing. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  consider  each  error  alleged  in  plaintiff^s 
appeal.  From  an  examination  of  the  record  I  find  the  facts  in  the  case 
are  fully  and  fairly  stated  by  the  register  and  your  office,  and  reference 
is  hereby  made  to  said  decisions.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  rulings 
of  your  office  on  each  of  the  errors  assigned  are  fully  sustained  by  the 
evidence  in  the  case.  Reference,  however,  will  be  made  to  the  follow- 
ing specifications,  namely : 

1.  It  was  error  to  find  that  there  was  no  testimony  to  show  that  appellee  exercised 
either  physical  force  or  intimidation  to  obtain  priority  of  application;  that  the 
application  of  the  appellee  was  prior  in  point  of  time  to  that  of  appellant. 

2.  It  was  error  to  hold  that  at  date  of  appellee's  application  there  were  no  improve- 
ments as  required  by  statnte  upon  the  land  belonging  to  any  bona  fide  settler,  other* 
wise  than  those  made  by  or  belonging  to  the  applicant;  or  that  this  fact,  if  estab- 
lished, entitled  appellee  to  an  entry. 

3.  It  was  error  to  hold,  in  substance,  that  the  contract  proven  in  the  record 
(Exhibit  '*B")  was  objectionable  in  law;  and  that  said  contract  could  not  properly 
be  construed  as  requiring  appellee  to  pay  timber  or  land  for  legal  services  performed 
or  to  be  performed,  in  violation  of  the  statnte. 

There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  Eckman  secured  priority  of  filing 
by  either  physical  force  or  intimidation.  In  view  of  the  rushing  and 
crowding  on  the  morning  of  June  15, 18  '3,  it  might  have  been  danger- 
ons  for  Mrs.  Kingston  to  take  a  place  in  line.  The  evidence  shows  that 
four  other  women  who  were  endeavoring  to  secure  filings  were  accorded 
first  places  in  the  line.  The  allegation  that  Mrs.  Kingston  was  pre- 
vented by  physical  force  or  intimiilation  on  the  part  of  Eckman  from 
making  a  prior  filing  on  this  particular  land  ia  entirely  too  remote. 
There  seems  to  be  no  question  that  Eckman's  filing  was  prior  in  point 
of  time.  His  application  Is  No.  914;  Kingston's  is  No.  1274.  The  blue 
pencil  markings  on  the  respective  applications  show  that  Eckman's 
was  presented  No.  33,  while  Kingston's  was  presented  No.  60. 

In  determining  priority  of  applications  the  statements  of  the  local  officers,  con* 
tained  in  their  report  made  in  the  ordinary  conrse  of  bnsiness,  are  entitled  to  dae 
weight  and  consideration.    McDonald  et  at.  r.  Hartman  el  al.  (19  L.  D.,  547). 
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Mrs.  Kingston  alleges  that  there  were  valuable  improvements  on  the 
land  in  controversy  belonging  to  her,  and  on  that  account  Eckman^s 
application  was  a  plain  evasion  in  terms  of  the  letter  and  spirit  of  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  act  of  June  30, 1878,  which  requires  the  claimant  to  swear, 
at  the  time  of  filing,  that  the  land  applied  for  '^ contains  no  mining  or 

other  improvements save  such  as  were  made  by  or  belong 

to  the  applicant/'  Eckman  testifies  that  he  inspected  the  land  June  9, 
1803,  and  saw  no  improvements.  As  the  prior  personal  inspection  of 
land  required  of  an  applicant  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878,  does  not 
necessarily  require  said  applicant  to  pass  over  the  land  in  question,  it 
may  be  that  Eckman  did  not  notice  the  improvements  which  were 
alleged  to  exist  on  said  land,  Grace  v.  Carpenter  (14  L.  D.,  431).  The 
testimony  shows  that  there  were  the  remnants  of  a  small  shanty  on  the 
land,  with  neither  floor,  roof,  door  or  window ;  there  was  no  clearing  or 
cutting  of  timber,  except  the  timber  cut  to  build  the  shanty,  which  at 
one  time  contained  a  roof  and  door.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  shanty 
bad  not  been  occupied  for  about  four  years.  The  preponderance  of  tes- 
timony is  to  the  effect  that  the  shanty  was  unfit  for  habitation,  and  it 
was  the  only  improvement  on  the  land. 

Apart,  however,  from  a  consideration  of  this  alleged  improvement,  its 
condition  and  value,  it  is  not  the  improvement  of  a  bona  fide  settler,  as 
contemplated  by  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  3, 1878.  Mrs.  Eangston 
does  not  claim  to  have  settled  on  this  land.  She  onlv  claims  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  improvements  thereon. 

In  Wright  v.  Larson  (7  L.  D.,  555),  referring  to  the  act  of  June  3, 1878, 
it  was  held  that — 

A  settlement  for  the  purpose  of  seouring  the  timber  on  the  land,  or  for  any  other 
purpose  than  establishing  a  home,  is  not  a  bona  fide  settlement  within  the  meaning 
of  said  act.  * 

In  McDonald  v.  Jaramilla  (10  L.  D.,  276),  it  was  held  that — 

In  the  absence  of  an  actual  settlement,  the  ownership  of  improvements  on  public 
laud  ....  does  nut  confer  any  rights  under  the  settlement  laws,  nor  with- 
draw the  land  from  entry  by  another. 

In  Stone  r.  Cowles  (on  review,  14  L.  D.,  90),  it  was  held  that — 

A  settlement  right  is  not  acquired  by  the  purchase  of  the  pHor  possessory  right  of 
another. 

And  in  the  case  of  Miller  r.  McMillen  (id.,  160),  it  was  held  that— 

The  presence  of  improvements  on  a  tract  of  land  will  not  exclude  the  same  from 
disposition  under  the  act  of  June  3,  1878,  when  said  improvements  were  not  made 
and  maintained  under  a  bona  fide  occupation  of  the  land. 

In  Hammel  r.  Salzman  (17L.D.,  496),  referring  to  section  2  of  the  act 
of  June  3, 1878,  it  was  held  that— 

It  would  be  a  strained  and  unwarrantable  interpretation  to  place  upon  the  term 
''uninhabited/'  contained  m  this  section,  that  such  land  should  not  be  purchased,  if 
perchance  some  one  lived  thereon,  however  lacking  in  good  faith  such  settler  might 
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be.  If  such  constraction  were  placed  upon  the  act,  it  would  follow  that  none  of 
these  lands  could  be  eutered  under  its  evident  intent,  where  any  form  of  settlement 
existed,  however  fraudulent  and  illegal  the  residence  might  be. 

By  reference  to  the  cases  herein  cited,  it  will  be  seen  that  Mrs.  King- 
ston cannot  be  considered  as  a  hana  fide  settler,  aud  that  the  improve- 
ments  claimed  by  her,  regardless  of  their  character  and  value,  cannot 
operate  to  exclude  these  lands  from  purchase.  It  must  also  be  con- 
cluded that  the  allegation  in  Eckman's  affidavit  as  to  there  being  no 
improvements  of  a  bona  fide  settler  on  said  lands  was  true,  whether 
regarded  item  the  standx>oiut  of  fact  or  of  law. 

In  regard  to  the  third  and  last  specification  of  error  to  which  I  desire 
to  refer,  I  have  examined  the  contract  alleged  to  be  in  conflict  with  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  act  of  June  3,  1878.  The  portion  of  section  2  which  this 
contract  is  alleged  to  violate,  requires  that  the  timber  and  stone  appli- 
cant shall  make  oath  as  follows — 

and  that  he  has  not.  directly  or  indirectly,  made  any  agreement  or  contract,  in  any 
way  or  manner,  with  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  by  which  the  title  which  he 
might  acquire  from  the  government  of  the  United  States  should  inure  in  whole  or  in 
part,  to  the  benefit  of  any  person  except  himself. 

The  only  agreement  or  contract  forbidden  by  the  statute  is  one  by 
which  the  title  may  inure  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  benefit  of  any  i)er- 
son  except  the  applicant  himself.  If  the  agreement  or  contract  is  not 
of  this  character,  it  cannot  be  in  violation  of  the  statute.  The  statute 
itself  makes  a  specific  designation  of  the  kind  of  agreement  or  contract 
that  is  forbidden*  It  will  be  observed  from  its  language  that  the  agree- 
ment or  contract  which  may  inure  to  the  benefit  of  some  other  person 
than  the  applicant,  must  affect  in  whole  or  in  part  the  title  to  the  land. 
Under  the  statute  of  frauds  such  title  can  only  pass  to  a  stranger  by 
some  instrument  in  writing.  Hence  we  must  conclude  that  the  terms 
of  this  agreement  were  not  intended  to  go  to  the  extent  of  affecting 
any  title  which  Eckman  might  acquire  from  the  government,  and  we 
most  also  conclude  that  these  parties  were  to  be  paid  for  their  services 
as  set  forth  in  the  agreement,  whether  Eckman  secured  patent  to  this 
land  or  not.  It  must  be  held  that  if  Eckman  intended  to  make  such  a 
contract  as  that,  any  title  which  he  might  acquire  should  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  these  parties,  that  fact  can  only  be  proved  by  a  formal  con- 
veyance. The  instrument  under  consideration  cannot  be  regarded  as 
snch.  It  is  x)ermissible  to  read  this  instrument  in  the  light  of  surround- 
ing circumstances. 

The  duty  of  the  court  in  such  cases  is  to  ascertain,  not  what  the  parties  secretly 
intended  as  contradistinguished  from  what  their  words  express,  but  what  is  the 
meaning  of  words  they  have  used  (Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  Vol.  1,  p.  323). 

And  as  further  proof  that  the  agreement  was  of  this  character  and 
was  not  intended  to  affect  Eckman's  title,  evidence  was  introduced  to 
show  that  the  services  of  these  parties  were  paid  for  in  accordance  with 
the  estimate  and  agreement  set  forth  in  the  instrument.    The  claim 
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was  shown  to  be  worth  $3,000  and  the  parties  were  paid  $400.  The 
sam  actually  paid,  as  compared  with  the  worth  of  the  property,  is  too 
small  to  throw  suspicion  on  the  transaction.  The  contract  shows  that 
all  the  money  was  to  be  paid  before  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  and  it 
was  so  paid. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  further  tends  to  show  that  Mrs.  Kingston's 
application  was  made  in  the  interest  of  and  for  the  benefit  of  her 
husband,  A.  6.  Kingston.  It  is  shown  that  he  purchased  the  shanty 
for  her  and  paid  the  entry  fees.  Mrs.  Kinston  siiys  that  ^'Mr.  Kingston 
gave  me  the  money  to  purchase  the  land  and  the  shanty." 

Tour  office  decision  is  hereby  affirmed. 


RAIIiBOAD  LAXI>S-SSCnON  S,  ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1887. 

ANDBUS  ET  AL.  V.  Balch. 

In  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  perfect  title  under  section  5,  act  of  March  3, 1887,  it  is 
not  material  whether  the  purchase  from  the  company  was  made  befbre  or  after 
the  passage  of  said  act,  if  made  in  good  faith  believing  the  title  to  be  good,  and 
before  the  land  purchased  was  held  to  be  excepted  from  the  grant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Febrnury 
(J.  I.  H.)  21j  1696.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  filed  on  behalf  of  A.  P.  Andrus  et  at., 
from  your  office  decision  of  March  21, 1893,  wherein  you  rejected  cer- 
tain homestead  applications  for  conflict  with  the  application  of  Henry 
F.  Balch  to  purchase,  under  the  provisions  of  section  5,  of  the  act  af 
March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  the  S.  i  of  the  NE.  i,  the  S.  i  of  the  NW.  i 
and  S.  i  of  Sec.  17,  T.  47  N.,  B.  4  W.,  Ashland  land,  district,  Wisconsin. 

Said  section  is  within  the  overlapping  ten -mile  limits  under  the  grants 
made  by  the  act  of  May  5, 1864  (13  Stat.,  66),  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  road  now  known  as  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Omaha  (Bayfield  branch),  and  the  Wisconsin  Central  Bailroad. 

The  land  was  also  within  the  fifteen  mile  or  indemnity  limits  under 
the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  June  3, 1856,  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  the  first  mentioned  road.  The  company's  map  of  definito  location 
of  the  Bayfield  branch  was  filed  July  17, 1858,  which  being  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1864,  which  enlarged  the  grant  from  six  to  ten 
sections  per  mile,  the  right  within  the  additional  four  miles  is  held  to 
have  attached  upon  the  passage  of  said  act  of  May  5, 1864.  ThB  map 
showing  the  line  of  definite  location  ot  the  Wisconsin  Central  was  filed 
in  November,  1869.  Your  office  decision  states  that  the  records  of  your 
office  show  that  on  July  2, 1858,  Wm.  Soffing  filed  nnoffered  declara- 
tory statement  No.  606,  for  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and  N.  J  of  the  SB.  i 
of  said  section  17,  alleging  settlement  June  29, 1858,  and  that  July  12 
1858,  John  Sheley  filed  unoffered  declaratory  statement  No.  513,  for  the 
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SW.  ^  of  said  section,  alleging  settlement  May  6,  185S.  It  would 
appear  that  said  filings  were  still  of  record,  uncanceled. 

Under  the  acts  of  July  14, 1870,  and  March  3, 1871,  said  filings  being 
for  unoffered  lands  did  not  expire  until  July  14, 1872,  which  was  subse- 
quently to  the  dates  of  the  attachment  of  rights  under  the  grants  for 
said  Qompanies,  under  the  act  of  May  5, 1864. 

It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  the  S.  i  of  the  NE.  |,  the  N.  ^  of  the 
SE.  J  and  SW.  J  of  said  section,  were  excepted  from  the  operation  of 
the  grants  for  both  of  said  companies. 

Tour  office  decision  further  held,  however,  that  the  remainder  of  the 
tracts  covered  by  Balch's  application,  namely,  the  S.  ^  ]S'W.  ^  and  S.  i 
SE.  ^9  of  said  Sec.  17,  were  also  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  Central 
Company  under  the  previous  rulings  of  this  Department  which  held 
that  the  reservation  for  indemnity  purposes,  under  the  act  of  1856,  was 
sofficient  to  defeat  the  grant  for  the  Wisconsin  Bailroad  Company. 
Such  holding  is  held  to  have  been  error  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  its  decision  of  June  3, 1895,  in  the  case  of  Wisconsin 
Central  Eailway  Company  v.  Wm.  O.  Forsyth  (159  IT.  S.,  46). 

Within  the  common  ten-mile  limits  the  Omaha  and  Wisconsin  Cen- 
tral Bailroad  companies  entered  into  an  agreement  to  partition  the 
lauds  and  under  this  agreement  the  lands  in  this  township,  namely, 
47  N.,  R.  4  W.,  were  awarded  the  Central  Company.  In  1884  the  State 
duly  patented  the  lands  herein  involved  to  the  Omaha  Railway  Com- 
pany,  and,  in  accordance  with  the  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
companies,  the  Omaha  Railway  Company  on  April  15, 1884,  conveyed 
these  tracts  to  Henry  F.  Spencer,  who  in  turn  conveyed  the  land  herein 
applied  for  to  Balch  on  April  2, 1887. 

Under  the  former  rulings,  these  lands  being  supposed  to  be  a  part  of 
that  appertaining  to  the  Omaha  grant,  not  being  needed  in  its  satis- 
faction, were  ordered  restored  and  it  was  under  the  notice  given  of 
such  restoration  that  Balch  applied  to  purchase  the  lands  under  the 
fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  and  submitted  his  proof  show- 
ing his  qualifications  on  April  11, 1801.  Balch's  proof,  it  appears,  was 
made  without  giving  notice,  by  publication,  of  his  intention  to  offer 
the  same,  but  on  the  day  the  proof  was  made  protests  were  filed  on 
behalf  of  A.  P.  Andrus  et  al.,  covering  the  lands  applied  for  by  Balch. 
Hearing  has  since  been  held  and  the  showing  made  evidences  that 
none  of  the  protestants  have  any  such  right,  in  themselves,  as  would 
prevent  Balch  from  purchasing  under  the  act  of  1887. 

The  land  applied  for  is  opposite  the  constructed  portion  of  the  Wis- 
eonsm  Central  Bailroad,  and  as  these  lands  were,  in  partition  between 
the  two  companies,  awarded  to  the  Central  Company,  and  as  the  records 
fajl  to  show  any  claim  sufficient  to  defeat  the  grant  of  the  Central 
Company  to  the  S.  ^  NW.  ^  and  S.  ^  SE.  ^  of  said  section  17,  the  same 
would  appear  to  have  inured  to  the  company  under  its  grant,  and  for 
that  reason  the  application  by  Balch,  and  any  conflicting  homestead 
applications  covering  said  tract,  are  rejected. 


240  DECISIONS   BELATINO   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

It  but  remains  to  determine  whether  Balch  is  entitled  to  purchase 
nnder  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  supra^  the  S.  i  of  the  NE.  ^,  the  N,  ^  of 
the  SE.  i  and  the  SW.  i  of  said  section  17,  covered  by  his  application 
and  shown  to  have  been  excepted  from  the  grant  made  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad. 

The  local  officers  held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  make  such  par- 
chase  as  he  had  purchased  of  the  Central  Company,  aft/er  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887. 

Your  office  decision  found  that,  as  there  had  been  a  sale  made  by  the 
Omaha  Company  to  Spencer  prior  to  March  3, 1887,  Balch  was  pro- 
tected through  said  purchase. 

The  history  of  the  transaction  between  the  Omaha  Company  and 
Spencer  shows  that  the  transfer  made  was  not  a  sale  by  the  Omaha 
Company,  but  a  transfer  for  the  benefit  of  the  Central  Company  in 
accordance  with  the  previous  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
companies. 

Balch  purchased  through  the  Central  Company  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  and  the  question  therefore  arises:  does  this 
fact  bar  the  right  of  purchase! 

The  sale  seems  to  have  been  made  in  good  faith  believing  the  title  to 
be  good  and  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  Sethman  v.  Clise  (17  L.  D.,  307),  it  was  shown  that  cer- 
tain lands  excepted  from  the  Union  Paciiic  B.  E.  grant,  were,  by  that 
company,  sold  on  March  15, 1884,  to  Genordo  Lasasso  and  Sabbato 
Sungaria.  These  parties  transferred  their  contract  of  purchase  to  Peter 
H.  Sethman  on  April  19, 1887,  and  after  the  lands  were  held  to  have 
been  excepted  from  the  grant,  Sethman  applied  to  purchase  under  the 
provisions  of  section  5,  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887. 

The  question  was  raised  as  to  whether  the  original  purchasers  from 
the  company  were  qualified  parties,  and  upon  the  record  made  this 
Department  held  as  follows: 

As  seen  heretofore,  their  qualificatioDs  are  not  important  if  the  pnrchasera  frum 
them  are  qualified.  There  is  no  abstract  with  the  record  showing  the  transfers  of 
the  tract,  or  the  assignments  of  the  contract  of  purchase. 

It  is  asserted  by  counsel  for  Sethman  in  their  brief,  that  "After  several  assign- 
ments of  the  original  contract  with  the  railroad  company,  it  was,  on  April  19,  1887, 
by  its  then  owners,  assigned  to  Peter  H.  Sethman,  who  fully  paid  for  the  land  and 
completed  the  contract,  and  the  company,  by  deed  dated  April  19, 1888,  and  acknowl- 
edged August  27, 1888,  finally  conveyed  the  tract  to  him."  The  question  arises  as  t4> 
whether  Sethman,  having  purchased  the  tract  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1887,  will  be  allowed  by  the  terms  of  the  fifth  section  thereof  to  purchase  the 
land  from  the  government  f  Said  act  directs  the  immediate  adjustment  of  railroad, 
grants,  and  the  fifth  section,  it  seems,  was  intended  to  afford  a  means  by  which  cer- 
tain  purchasers  from  the  roads,  who  should,  by  reason  of  said  purchases,  have 
acquired  equities  in  the  lands  claimed  by  them,  have  the  privilege  of  saving  their  inter- 
ests by  giving  them  preferred  rights  to  purchase  said  tracts  from  the  government, 
and  to  save  their  interests  more  completely  from  loss  it  was  provided  by  the  fourth 
section  of  the  act  that  they  might  recover  from  the  railroad  companies  the  purchase 
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price  thereof.  The  prime  object  of  the  act  was  to  provide  for  the  adjustment  of 
land  grants  made  by  Congress  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  railroads,  and  to  recover 
lands  erroneously  patented  to  said  companies.  Congress  contemplated  the  imme- 
diate adjustment  of  these  grants,  and  while  willing  to  afibrd  means  for  recovering 
trom  said  companies  lands  to  which  they  were  not  actually  entitled,  or  lands  no^ 
earned  by  them,  bat  claimed  by  them  under  their  respective  grants,  it  was  unwill- 
ing to  destroy  the  equities  of  said  companies'  grantees,  or  those  whose  title  was  held 
throQgh  them;  hence  the  fiftih  section  sought  to  protect  such  transferees. 

Attorney  General  Garland  gave  an  opinion  on  certain  questions  proposed  to  him 
on  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth  sections  of  this  act  on  November  17, 1887  (6  L.  D.,  272), 
speaking  of  the  act,  on  page  275  he  says:  "The  whole  scope  of  the  law  from  the 
second  to  the  sixth  section,  inclusive,  is  remedial.  Its  intent  is  to  relieve  from  loss 
settlers  and  hanafide  purchasers,  who,  through  the  erroneous  or  wrongful  disposition 
of  the  lands  In  the  grants,  by  the  officers  of  the  government,  or  by  the  railroads, 
hare  lost  their  right  or  acquired  equities,  which  in  justice  should  be  recognized. 
....  The  whole  remedial  part  of  the  law  was  passed  with  a  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  the  railroad  companies  had  sold  lands  to  which  they  had  no  just  claims." 

In  my  opinion  it  was  the  Intention  of  Congress  that  the  adjustment  of  these  grants, 
should  be  begun  at  once  and  completed  as  soon  as  possible,  yet  experience  has  shown 
that  making  these  adjustments  was  not  the  work  of  a  day  and  Congress  must  be  held 
to  have  known  that  much  time  was  necessarily  employed  before  the  end  should  be 
reached. 

The  act  directed  the  manner  of  making  adjustments,  and  it  was  the  evident  inten- 
tion of  Congress,  as  expressed  in  the  5th  section  of  the  act,  that  when  in  the  adjust- 
ment of  these  grants  it  was  ascertained  that  land  had  been  bought  from  the  railroad 
companies  for  which  they  could  convey  no  good  title,  such  buyers  or  their  trans- 
ferees, if  bonajidef  should  be  allowed  to  purchase  the  tracts  claimed  by  them.  And 
it  can  make  no  difference,  I  think,  whether  a  transferee,  otherwise  entitled  to  pur- 
chase, bought  the  land  before  or  after  the  day  of  the  approval  of  the  act,  if  it  wa^ 
originally  purchased  in  good  faith  f^om  any  said  company. 

The  argument  here  used  applies  with  equal  force  where  the  origioal 
purchase  was  made  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  as  where  the  transfer 
from  the  original  purchaser  was  made  after  the  passage  of  the  act  and 
I  aiu  of  the  opinion  that  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  the  purchase 
from  the  company  was  made  before  or  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1887,  if  made  in  good  faith,  believing  the  title  to  be  good  and 
before  the  land  purchased  was  held  to  be  excepted  from  the  grant. 

Balch's  proof  will  therefore  be  accepted  as  to  the  8.  J  of  the  NE.  J, 
X. }  SE.  I  and  SW.  ^,  Sec.  17,  and  the  conflicting  homestead  application 
will  stand  rejected. 

To  this  extent  your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 

10332— VOL  22 ^16 
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:  •,  CONTEST  AFTIDAVIT— PRIORITY  OF  APPLICATION. 

Eelso  V.  Jaitewat  et  al. 

Dates  in  contest  papers  should  not  be  changed  by  an  attorney  after  the  exeontion 
of  each  papers  and  prior  to  the  filing  thereof,  though  such  action  will  not  be 
held  to  invalidate  affidavits  so  changed. 

As  between  two  applications  to  contest  an  entry,  one  received  by  mail  in  dae  ooorse, 
and  lying  unopened  on  the  register's  desk  at  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and 
one  presented  in  person  at  such  hour,  priority  should  be  accorded  the  latter. 

Seeretary  Smith  to  the  CammissioTier  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I.  H.)  31j  1896.  (L  D.) 

K.  J.  Anstine,  interyenor  in  the  case  of  James  E.  Kelso  r.  Wm.  Jane- 
way,  defendant,  appeals  from  your  office  decision  of  Jane  21, 1893, 
involving  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  9,  T.  11  N.,  B.  8  W.,  Oklahoma  land  dis- 
trict, Oklahoma. 

The  question  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  priority  between  Eelao  and 
Anstine  as  contestants  of  Janeway's  entry. 

The  facts,  fully  stated,  are  as  follows : 

On  the  26th  of  October,  1892,  Eelso  appeared  at  Oklahoma  City  for 
the  purpose  of  initiatiiig  contest  against  Jaueway's  entry,  on  the  ground 
of  abandonment  for  more  than  six  months,  when  he  learned  from  an 
examination  of  the  records  in  the  local  office  that  Janeway^s  entry, 
having  been  made  on  April  25, 1892,  contest  could  not  be  initiated  until 
the  27th  of  October,  the  day  following. 

Kelso's  business  required  his  presence  on  the  next  day  at  Beno,  where- 
upon, under  the  advice  of  his  attorney,  proper  affidavits  of  contest  and 
corroboration  were  prepared  and  sworn  to  on  the  afternoon  of  the 
26th  (Eelso  having  brought  his  corroborating  witnesses  with  him), 
whereupon  he  left  Oklahoma  Oity  that  evening  with  instructions  to 
his  attorney  to  file  the  contest  affidavit  on  the  morning  of  the  27th. 

It  appears  that  by  inadvertence  of  the  notary  who  took  said  afiElda* 
vits,  he  dated  the  affidavit  of  Kelso,  himself,  the  26th — which  was  the 
true  date — and  the  affidavit  of  the  corroborating  witnesses  the  28th, 
although  both  were  taken  at  the  same  time. 

Eelso's  attorney  discovered  this  discrepancy  in  the  dates  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  27th,  and  at  his  own  instance  erased  both  dates  and  made 
them  appear  to  have  been  taken  on  the  27th.  He  waited  in  line  from 
eight  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  the  27th  until  the  office  opened  at  nine 
o'clock,  when  he  entered  and  filed  the  same. 

The  action  of  the  attorney  in  this  case  in  changing  the  dates  of  the 
affidavits,  after  their  execution,  is  reprehensible^  and  while  it  will  not 
be  held  by  the  Department  as  invalidating  the  instruments  in  which 
the  changes  were  made,  should  be  discountenanced,  and  if  it  amounts 
to  a  practice  should  be  promptly  discontinued. 

Anstine,  with  his  corroborating  witnesses,  was  present  in  the  city  on 
October  27, 1892,  and  about  8:30  A.  M.  executed  proper  affidavits  of 
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contest,  bat  instead  of  going  to  the  office  and  filing  the  same,  he  went 
to  the  post-office  and  mailed  them  to  the  register  and  receiver. 

It  appears  that  the  mail  was  taken  from  the  post-office  to  the  local 
oflfee  afvir  minutes  before  nine  o'clock  and  Anstine's  affidavits  were 
lying  with  oHmt  mail  xipon  the  desk,  unopened,  at  the  time  Kelso's 
attorney  presented  hin  affidavits  of  filing. 

The  only  question  made  is  that  Anstine  having  used  the  mails  was 
enabled  to  get  his  application  npcm  the  desk  of  the  local  officers  at  an 
earlier  hour  than  any  other  applicant  could  obtain  entry. 

The  local  officers  say  that  there  was  no  occasion  for  this  method  of 
reaching  them,  inasmuch  as  business  was  slack  at  the  time  and  no  rush 
prevented  i)eople  from  being  admitted  without  delay.  The  local  officers 
found,  and  your  office  decision  adopts  that  view,  that  Anstine  attempted 
to  take  undue  advantage  by  this  mode  of  filing  his  contest  affidavit. 

The  agreed  statement  of  facts  does  not  say  whether  Anstine  knew  of 
Kelso^a  intention  to  contest  the  land  or  not,  and  really  this  cannot  make 
any  difference. 

The  sole  question  is :  Can  the  mail  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
an  application  for  an  entry  or  a  contest  upon  the  desk  of  the  local  offi- 
cers so  as  to  obtain  precedence  over  other  applicants  who  waited  at  the 
door  for  the  opening  of  the  office  at  nine  o'clock? 

In  John  W.  Nicholson  (9  L.  D.,  54),  the  affidavits  of  contest  of  both 
Nicholson  and  Wren  were  prepared  in  the  same  building  with  the  laud 
office,  Nicholson  standing  at  the  door  waiting  for  the  opening  at  9 
o'clock,  while  Wren  took  his  to  the  post-office  and  put  a  special-delivery 
stamp  upon  it,  so  it  was  taken  into  the  land  office  and  was  placed  of 
record  before  business  hours. 

The  Honorable  Secretary  held  in  that  case: 

That  while  the  local  offioera  are  not  expected  or  required  to  transact  buaineaa  out 
of  office  hours,  yet  there  is  no  law  of  the  United  States  prohibiting  them  from  doiag 
rach  business,  and  in  case  they  do,  their  acts  are  valid. 

On  January  1, 1889,  a  general  circular  was  issued  by  your  office  pre« 
scribing  the  duties  of  registers  and  receivers,  on  page  seventy-four  as 
follows : 

Tbey  will  be  in  attendance  regularly  at  their  office,  keeping  the  same  open  for  the 
transaction  of  business  Aroni  nine  o'clock  a.  m.  until  four  o'clock  p.  m.  .  .  • 
Applications  to  make  entry  can  not  be  received  by  the  register  or  receiver  out  of  office 
hoars  nor  elsewhere  than  at  their  office. 

The  decision  in  the  Nicholson  ca^e  was  made  July  3, 1889,  but  the 
filing  of  affidavits  of  contest  by  Wren  and  Nicholson  was  made  long 
before  the  circular  of  January  1,  1889.  Under  that  circular  the  fact 
that  an  affidavit  was  received  by  mail  after  four  p.  m.  and  before  nine 
a.  m.,  of  the  next  business  day,  can  give  no  priority.  No  action  can  be 
taken  upon  it  before  nine  o'clock  a.  m. 

What  advantage  should  such  an  application  have  over  applicants 
who  were  standing  at  the  door  waiting  for  the  opening  of  business 
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hoars  f  In  the  absence  of  any  regulation  by  yoar  office,  it  woald  seem 
equitable  that  the  rule  should  be  the  same  as  in  cases  where  two  men 
entered  at  once.  Whatever  case  is  first  taken  and  acted  upon  in  fact 
should  be  prior.  Where  applications  received  by  mail  are  lying  on 
the  desk  of  the  local  officers  on  the  opening  of  the  office  for  busi- 
ness, if  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  the  mail  is  in  fact  opened 
and  the  application  thus  in  business  hours  becomes  presented  to  the  offi- 
cers, it  will  have  priority,  but  if  in  like  manner  an  applicant  presents 
his  contest  at  once,  at  nine  o'clock,  or  before  the  mail  is  opened,  then 
such  application  should  have  priority. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  contest  was  prosecuted  to  a  cancellation  by 
Kelso,  whose  application  was  in  fact  first  presented  to  the  local  officers, 
although  the  unopened  mail  on  the  desk  at  nine  o'clock  contained 
Anstine's  affidavit. 

In  the  absence  of  an  order  requiring  mail  to  be  first  ox>ened  and 
applications  therein  to  be  filed,  the  ordinary  way  any  business  man 
would  act  would  seem  to  be  the  true  method,  and  if  a  business  man 
found  at  the  opening  of  business  hours  a  pile  of  letters  on  his  desk  and 
several  men  waiting  to  see  him,  he  would  naturally  first  wait  on  appli- 
cants present  in  person  before  opening  and  disposing  of  his  mail.  If 
he  should  open  the  mail  after  nine  o'clock  and  before  another  applica- 
tion is  presented,  the  mailed  application  has  priority. 

I  find  no  rule  requiring  mail  to  be  first  opened,  and  no  decision  that 
gives  priority  to  an  unopened  application  over  one  actually  first  pre- 
sented to  the  officers  at  nine  o'clock. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


MINING  CLAIM-UXSUKVEYED  LiANI>-NOTICE. 

Bboad  Ax  Lode. 

A  location  on  nnBorveyed  land,  connected  by  course  and  distance  with  a  mineral 
monumenti  requires,  on  application  for  patent,  such  connection  to  be  shown  in 
the  published  notice. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

21,1896.  (P.J.C.) 

The  record  before  me  shows  that  F.  M.  McGregory  et  al.  made 
application  for  patent  March  12, 1881,  for  the  Broad  Ax  lode  mining 
claim,  lot  'So,  1498,  Leadville  (now  Gunnison),  Colorado,  land  district. 
Adverse  proceedings  were  instituted  in  behalf  of  the  Eureka  and 
Buffalo  lode  claims.  Entry  was  made  August  1, 1883,  excludiug  the 
area  in  conflict  with  the  adverse  claims.  Subsequently  certain  supple- 
mental evidence  was  called  for  by  your  office,  together  with  an  amended 
survey  showing  the  conflict. 

By  letter  of  November  23, 1894,  your  office  required  claimants  '*  to 
publish  a  supplemental  notice  of  their  application  for  patent  for  the 
statutory  period,"  for  the  reason  that  in  the  published  notice  the  con- 
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nection  of  corner  No.  1  of  the  claim  to  United  States  location  monu- 
ment ^^Elk  Mountain''  was  not  given.  Claimant  was  also  required 
to  fdrnish  evidence,  '<  that  the  statutory  expenditure  of  $500  in  labor 
or  improvements  has  been  made  upon  the  claimed  ground." 

Subsequently,  by  letter  of  January  19,  1895,  your  of&ce  overruled 
claimants'  application  to  refer  the  entry  to  the  board  of  equitable  adju- 
dication, whereupon  claimants  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of 
Xovember  23, 1894,  assigning  as  error  your  office  action  in  requiring 
additional  publication. 

The  land  upon  which  the  Broad  Ax  is  located  was  unsurveyed.  A 
locating  monument,  however,  had  been  placed  in  the  vicinity,  and  comer 
No.  1  of  the  claim  was  tied  to  this  monument  by  course  and  distance, 
lu  the  publication  notice  this  connection  was  entirely  omitted,  hence  as 
the  notice  read  the  locus  of  the  claim  would  not  have  been  definitely 
fixed.  This  is  clearly  not  in  compliance  with  the  rules  which  require 
mining  claims  to  be  located  with  reference  to  some  natural  object  or 
permanent  monument  that  will  identify  the  same. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


SOLDIEB'S  HOMESTEAD--CONTEST-8ETTIiEMENT— APPEAL. 

Geobge  V.  Stroud. 

A  contest  wiU  lie  against  a  soldier's  homestead  entry  on  a  charge  of  failure  to  settle 
on  the  land  and  improve  the  same  within  six  months  from  date  of  filing  the 
declaratory  statement. 

An  aUegation  that  .an  entry  is  made  in  bad  faith  and  for  the  purpose  of  speculation, 
and  not  for  the  purpose  of  actual  settlement  and  cultivation  warrants  investiga- 
tion as  to  the  matter  so  charged. 

£s  parte  affidavits  should  not  be  filed  with  an  appeal,  and  if  so  illed  will  be  returned 
to  the  party  filing  the  same. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OJUcCj  February 
(J.  I.H.)  31 J  1896.  (C.  W.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Thomas  J.  George  from  the  decision 
of  your  office  of  September  12, 1894,  dismissing  his  contest  against  sol- 
diers homestead  entry,  No.  5747,  made  March  14, 1894,  by  Ephraim  J. 
Stroud,  on  the  SE.  J  of  section  9,  T.  22  N.,  R.  1 W.,  Perry  land  district, 
Oklahoma  Territory. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  George  initiated  a  contest  against 
said  entry  on  April  11, 1894,  alleging  that  the  said  Ephraim  J.  Stroud 
did  not  commence  his  settlement  and  improvements  and  establish  his 
residence  and  fulfill  all  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law  within 
i^ix  months  from  the  date  of  his  declaratory  statement,  No.  45,  that  the 
said  entryman,  Ephraim  J.  Stroud,  went  upon  said  land  for  the  purpose 
of  speculation  and  has  repeatedly  tried  to  sell  the  same;  that  he  did  not 
take  toid  land  for  a  home  for  himself;  and  that  said  entry  was  not 
made  honestly  and  in  good  faith  for  the  purpose  of  actual  settlement 
and  cultivation. 
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Notice  was  issaed  and  served  by  publication  of  a  hearing  to  be  had 
at  the  local  office  on  June  19, 18d4 ;  the  parties  appeared,  and  the  defend- 
ant iQed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  contest  on  the  ground  that  the  charges 
in  the  complaint  were  too  vague  and  indefinite  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.  This  motion  was  sustained,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed.  Your 
office  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  register  and  receiver,  and  dismissed 
the  contest. 

In  this  decision  I  cannot  concur. 

Section  2304,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that  a  soldier  homestead 
settler  ^<  shall  be  allowed  six  months  after  locating  his  homestead  and 
filing  his  declaratory  statement,  within  which  to  make  his  entry  and 
commence  his  settlement  and  improvement;"  and  section  2309,  after 
providing  for  the  initiation  of  the  claim  by  filing  a  declaratory  state- 
ment, proceeds  to  declare,  '^but  such  claimant,  in  person,  shall  within 
the  time  prescribed  make  his  actual  entry,  commence  settlement  and 
improvements  on  the  same,  and  thereafter  fiilflll  all  the  requirements 
of  law."  In  the  case  of  a  soldier  homesteader  the  law  requires  settle- 
ment, improvement  and  entry  as  conditions  precedent,  without  which  no 
right  to  the  land  is  acquired. 

<<  Thereafter/'  says  the  statute^  ''the  soldier  most  fulfill  all  the  reqairemeDts  of  the 
law'' — ^the  conditions  subsequent — as  in  other  cases;  therefore—!,  e.,  prior  to  acquir- 
ing a  right  to  the  tract — he  must  settle  and  improve  as  well  as  enter.  A  faflaie  in 
either  requirement,  therefore,  vitiates  the  entry  as  entirely  as  does  the  want  of  any 
other  qualification  or  essential  act.    Charles  Hotaling  (3  L.D.,  17). 

Clearly  the  charge  in  this  affidavit  is  a  sufficient  allegation  that 
Stroud  had  not  performed  the  conditions  precedent  of  settlement  and 
improvement  without  which  no  right  to  the  land  was  acquired.  If  he 
has  cured  the  delinquency,  it  is  for  him  to  show  it  in  defence.  (Smith 
V,  Johnson,  9  L.  D.,  255.) 

The  charge  that  Stroud  went  upon  said  land  for  the  purpose  of  speculation,  and 
has  repeatedly  tried  to  sell  the  same;  that  he  did  not  take  said  land  for  a  home  for 
himself;  that  said  entry  was  nut  honestly  and  not  in  good  faith  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  actual  settlement  and  cultivation, 

\^j  I  think,  a  sufficient  allegation  that  Stroud  made  his  entry  in  bad 
fiaith,  and  for  the  purpose  of  speculation,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
actual  settlement  and  cultivation.  Sims  v,  Busse  (4  L.  D.,  369);  Gil- 
bert E  Read  (5  L.  D.,  313). 

Stroud  has  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  George's  appeal  because  ^Hhe 
one  specification  of  error  assigned,  viz,  <It  (the  Honorable  Commission- 
er' sdecision)  is  contrary  to  law',  is  too  vague,  indefinite,  and  not  suffi- 
cient," 

He  is  mistaken.  The  specification  of  errors  sets  forth  the  respects  in 
which  George  deems  your  office  decision  to  be  wrong.  The  motion  is 
denied.  There  is  also  a  motion  to  strike  from  the  files  the  ex  parte  slSi' 
davits  attached  by  George  to  his  appeal. 

These  ex  parte  affidavits  were  improperly  filed  with  the  appeal,  and 
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jon  are  directed  to  return  them  to  the  local  officers  to  be  delivered  to* 
George  or  his  attorney,    l^is  motion  is  granted. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  your  office  will  direct 
that  the  contest  of  Thomas  O.  George  be  allowed. 


TOVTNSITE  ENTRY— FINAL,  PROOF— SUBSTITUTED  TVITNESS. 

TOWNSITE  OF  OEJBENB. 

In  the  tnbmission  of  final  townsite  proof  the  testimony  of  a  snbfltitnted  witness 
cannot  be  accepted  without  further  advertisement,  unless  two  of  the  advertised 
witnesaee  testiiy. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 
(J.  I,  H.)  J21j  1896.  (F.  W.  0.) 

On  April  4, 1893,  yonr  office  rendered  a  decision  in  this  case,  by  which 
yon  required  the  probate  judge  of  Blaine  county,  Oklahoma  Territory, 
to  submit  the  testimony  of  two  of  the  advertised  witnesses  who  will 
testify  that  they  are  disinterested,  or  to  make  new  proof  after  due 
adyertisement. 

The  probate  judge  appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  record  shows  that  on  July  1, 1893,  Leander  Martin,  probate  judge 
of  Blaine  county,  Oklahoma  Territory,  made  application  before  the  local 
officers  at  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma  Territory,  to  enter  the  NW.  J  ITW.  J, 
Sec.  19,  T.  19  N.,  R.  10  W.,  L  M.,  and  the  NB.  J  NE.  J,  Sec.  24,  T.  19  N., 
R.  11  W.,  I.  M.,  under  sections  2387  and  2388  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  United  States,  section  22  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  2, 1890 
(26  Stat.,  81),  and  section  17  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1891 
(26  Stat.,  1026),  as  a  townsite  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  occupants 
thereof. 

On  August  10, 1893,  after  due  advertisement  and  posting  of  notice 
of  his  intention  so  to  do,  said  probate  judge  appeared  before  the  local 
officers  with  his  witnesses  and  submitted  his  final  proof. 

On  October  19, 1893,  the  receiver  issued  his  receipt  for  $115.02,  paid 
by  said  probate  judge  for  said  land  at  $1.50  per  acre.  On  the  same 
dfty  the  register  issued  his  final  certificate,  No.  974,  for  said  land  to  said 
probate  judge. 

By  your  letter  of  September  26, 1894,  the  final  proof  was  returned  to 
the  local  officers  with  direction  to  require  said  probate  judge  to  furnish 
the  proper  proof  in  support  of  his  own  testimony,  without  advertise- 
ment, which  proof  shojild  consist  of  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  to 
the  final  proof  submitted,  or  of  other  advertised  witnesses.  On  March 
18^  1895,  the  local  officers  transmitted  the  testimony  of  August  Brock- 
man,  one  of  the  advertised  witnesses,  and  of  Patrick  S.  Nagle,  a  sub- 
stituted witness.  ITeither  of  said  witnesses  testified  that  he  is  not 
interested  in  the  land  involved.  Nagle  testified  that  two  of  the  adver- 
tised witnesses  have  left  O'Eeene,  and  are  somewhere  in  the  <<  Cherokee 
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Outlet,"  and  that  one  of  the  advertised  witnesses  refused  to  appear 
and  give  his  testimony  in  the  case^  and  that  the  testimony  of  the  two 
witnesses  alleged  to  be  in  the  '^  Cherokee  Outlet "  can  not  be  readily 
obtained  without  great  expense  and  delay.  Your  office  held  that  the 
proof  of  the  substituted  witness  could  not  be  accepted,  nor  could  the 
testimony  of  the  witness  Brockman  be  accepted,  as  he  did  not  testify 
that  he  is  disinterested. 

Departmental  circular  approved  July  17, 1889  (9  L.  D.,  123),  contain- 
ing rules  to  be  observed  in  passing  upon  final  proofs,  where  the  same 
are  required  by  the  general  land  laws  or  regulations  of  this  Depart- 
ment, provides  (paragraph  4) : 

WThen  a  witness  not  named  in  the  advertisement  is  substitnted  for  an  adrertised 
witness,  unless  two  of  the  advertised  witnesses  testify,  require  new  advertisement 
of  the  names  of  the  witnesses  who  do  testify  at  such  time  and  place  as  yoa  may 
direct;  and  if  no  protest  or  objection  is  then  filed,  the  proof  theretofore  submitted, 
if  satisfactory  in  all  other  respects,  may  be  accepted. 

It  is  plain  under  this  regulation  that  the  proof  of  a  substituted  wit- 
ness can  not  be  accepted  unless  two  of  the  advertised  witnesses  testify, 
without  further  advertisement,  and  this  rule  seems  to  apply  to  townsite 
proof  as  well  as  proof  tendered  under  other  laws  or  regulations. 

Your  office  decision  requiring  the  submission  of  proof  by  advertised 
witnesses  or  new  publication  before  accepting  that  of  a  substituted 
witness,  is  affirmed. 

The  witnesses  should  also  be  questioned  as  to  whether  they  are  in 
any  wise  interested  in  the  entry  proposed  to  be  made,  and  if  so  the 
nature  of  their  interest  should  be  disclosed. 


CONTEST— COSTS-RESIDENCE-TERRTTORIALi  STATUTE. 

Thompson  r.  Smith. 

Under  a  contest  against  a  homestead  entry  in  which  the  contestant  asserts  no  right  to 
the  land,  but  charges  non-compliance  with  law,  and  offers  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
proceedings,  the  costs  should  be  assessed  under  rule  54  of  practice,  and  on  the 
refusal  of  the  contestant  to  pay  the  same  the  contest  may  properly  be  dismissed. 

In  determining  whether  the  residence  maintained  by  a  homesteader,  who  holds  the 
office  of  postmaster,  is  in  compliance  with  law,  the  Department  will  not  hold 
that  a  tract  of  land,  sufficiently  near  the  post-office  to  allow  the  postmaster  to 
reside  thereon  and  attend  to  his  official  duties,  is  not  within  the  delivery  of  said 
office  as  contemplated  by  the  statute. 

The  designation  by  the  entryman,  under  a  territorial  statute,  of  lands  claimed  as  a 
'^  homestead,''  other  aud  different  from  those  embraced  in  his  entry,  does  not 
raise  any  presumption  of  abandonment  that  requires  explanation  on  the  part  of 
the  en  try  man,  where  said  territorial  law  permits  a  pbrson  to  designate  land  on 
which  he  does  not  reside  as  a  ^'homestead.*' 

Acting  /Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Oonimission^r  of  the  Geixtral  Land  Office, 

February  25,  1896.  (J.  McP.) 

Sidney  J.  Thompson  has  appealed  from  your  decision,  ''H"  of  July 
31, 1894,  dismissing  bis  contest  against  H.  E.  No.  1405,  made  January 
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23, 1893,  for  the  S.  W/  of  See.  35,  T.  6  S.  E,  6  E..  Tucson,  Arizona,  land 
district. 

The  contest  affidavit  was  filed  by  Thompson,  on  December  18, 1893, 
and  personal  service  was  obtained  January  2, 1894,  and  (material  parts 
quoted)  is  as  follows: 

Sidney  J.  Thompson  on  his  oath  says,  that  WiUiam  C.  Smith  never  made  a  residence 
on  aaid  traet,  and  has  whoUy  abandoned  said  tract,  and  changed  his  residence  there- 
firom  for  more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry  and  next  prior  to  the  date 
herein  and  this  the  said  contestant  is  ready  to  prove  at  such  time  and  place  as  may 
be  named  by  the  register  and  receiver  for  a  hearing  in  said  case ;  that  he  therefore 
asks  to  be  allowed  to  prove  said  allegations  and  that  said  homestead  entry  No.  1905, 
may  be  declared  canceled  and  forfeited  t^  the  United  States — he  the  said  contestant 
paying  the  expenses  of  such  hearing. 

Both  parties  litigant  appeared  with  their  attorneys  at  the  trial.  After 
several  witnesses  had  been  called  and  examined  by  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  William  G.  Smith,  was  adduced  as  a  witness  in  plaintiff's 
behalf.  He  was  subjected  to  a  long  and  searching  examination  by  the 
contestant,  and  was  freely  cross-examined  by  his  own  counsel. 

After  the  conclusion  of  plaintiff''s  case,  Smith  the  defendant  took  the 
stand  in  his  own  behalf,  and  after  answering  a  few  preliminary  ques- 
tions, a  deposit  for  costs  was  demanded  of  the  contestant  by  the  local 
officers.  To  this  demand  the  contestant  objected  stating  that  he  has 
paid)  or  is  willing  to  pay  for  any  testimony  taken  in  his  behalf;  that 
he  believes  he  has  proven  the  charges  laid  in  his  contest  affidavit,  for 
which  he  applied  for  a  hearing;  that  he  believes  that  the  register  and 
receiver  are  in  error  in  demanding  of  him  a  deposit  to  pay  for  the  tes- 
timony of  the  contestee,  under  rule  of  practice  54,  inasmuch  as  he,  the 
contestant,  has  not  claimed  preference  right  of  entry  under  the  act  of 
May  14, 1880. 

The  defendant  asked  that  at  his  own  expense,  he  be  allowed  to  exam- 
ine certain  witnesses  in  order  that  their  testimony  might  be  incorpo- 
rated in  the  record,  so  that  in  case  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  in 
reference  to  the  taxation  of  costs,  should  be  reversed  on  appeal,  said 
testimony  might  be  considered  in  his  behalf,  thus  obviating  the  neces- 
sity of  a  new  trial.  The  defendant  reserved  the  right  to  move  for  a 
dismissal  of  the  case,  at  any  time  he  saw  proper. 

The  defendant  testified  in  his  own  behalf,  and  after  he  had  been  cross- 
examined  at  some  length  by  the  plaintiff',  he  refused  to  pay  for  further 
testimony  and  moved  that  the  case  be  dismissed  for  the  reason  that 
the  contestant  refused  to  pay  the  costs  of  reducing  the  testimony  to 
writing. 

The  local  officers  ruled  that,  inasmuch  as  the  contestant  had  proposed 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  hearing,  in  his  contest  affidavit,  that  the  con- 
test would  be  dismissed  unless  within  a  given  time  a  sufficient  deposit 
for  costs  was  made  by  the  plaintiff.  The  contestant  refused  to  make 
the  required  deposit  and  the  case  was  dismissed. 

Your  office,  on  the  appeal  of  the  plaintiff,  sustained  the  action  of  the 
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local  office  in  difimissing  the  contest^  and  on  the  merits  of  the  case  held, 
that  the  testimony  wonld  not  warrant  the  cancellation  of  the  defend- 
ant's entry  in  the  interest  of  the  government. 

The  contest  of  Thompson  was  properly  dismissed  by  the  local  officers, 
on  his  refusal  to  pay  for  reducing  the  defendant's  testimony  to  writing. 
Thompson  asserted  no  present  right  to  the  land,  his  contest  being 
based  on  the  charge  that  the  defendant  had  not  complied  with  the  home- 
stead law.  He  asked  for  a  hearing  in  order  that  he  might  establish 
these  charges,  and  proposed  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  hearing.  The 
costs  were  assessed  by  the  local  officers  under  rule  54,  of  the  Bules  of 
Practice,  and  the  contestant  when  he  had  rested  his  case  was  asked  to 
make  a  deiK>sit  to  cover  the  expense  of  transcribing  the  defendant's 
testimony.  He  relused  the  request  of  the  local  officers,  maintaining 
that  inasmuch  as  he  had  not  claimed  a  preference  right  of  entry,  under 
the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  the  cost  of  transcribing  the  testimony  for  the 
defense  should  be  borne  by  the  entryman.  He  was  then  notified  by 
the  local  officers  that  unless  a  dei)Osit  to  cover  the  fiirther  cost  of  the 
hearing  was  made  by  him  within  a  given  time,  his  contest  would  be 
dismissed,  and  the  contest  was  dismissed  upon  his  refusal  to  make  the 
deposit. 

The  costs  were  correctly  assessed  under  rule  of  practice  54,  the  con- 
testant having  asserted  no  right  to  the  land,  and,  when  the  contestant 
refiised  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  trial,  he  was  properly  eliminated 
fh>m  the  case  by  a  dismissal  of  his  contest. 

It  is  urged  by  the  appellant  that  William  G.  Smith,  the  entryman 
while  on  the  stand  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  incumbered  the  record 
with  immaterial,  irrelevant,  and  irresponsive  testimony  for  transcribing 
which  the  appellant  was  unjustly  compelled  to  pay,  and  that 

if  Smith  the  contestee  had  answered  the  qaestions  of  the  contestant  responsirely 
the  deposit  of  the  contestant  for  transcribing  the«testiniony  would  it  is  believed 
have  been  sufficient  for  taking  all  the  testimony  in  the  case. 

There  is  too  much  left  to  speculation  in  this  contention.  It  is  mani- 
fest  that  this  Department  cannot  say  that  the  money  deposited  by  the 
contestant,  was  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  hearing,  since  the 
entire  deposit  was  exhausted  by  the  contestant  in  the  examination  of 
his  witnesses,  even  though  it  be  admitted  that  the  contestaut  was 
wrongfully  compelled  to  pay  for  some  testimony,  as  it  is  impossible  to 
say  that  the  money  expended  in  reducing  such  testimony  to  writing 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  legitimate  expenses  of  trans- 
scribing  the  defendant's  testimony. 

Furthermore  the  appellant  does  not  specify  the  testimony  that  he 
regards  as  immaterial  and  irresponsive,  and  this  Department,  in  the 
absence  of  such  specification,  will  uot  attempt  to  determine,  whether 
or  not  there  is  incorporated  in  the  record  irrelevant  testimony  for 
transcribing  which  the  appellant  was  unjustly  required  to  pay. 

It  was  shown  that  at  the  time  Smith  made  entry  of  the  land  he  held 
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the  position  of  postmaster  at  Caaa  Grande,  Arizona,  and  that  he  occu- 
pied that  i>o8ition  at  the  date  of  hearing  before  the  local  officers. 

The  appellant  strennoosly  contends  that  you  erred  in  finding  that 
the  land  in  controversy  is  within  the  delivery  of  the  Casa  Grande 
postoffice. 

The  towns  of  Arizola  and  Casa  Grande,  are  situated  some  three  miles 
apart  and  there  is  a  i)OStoffice  at  each  of  these  places.  The  land  in 
controversy  lies  decidedly  nearer  Arizola  than  Oasa  Grande.  It 
appears,  however,  that  a  number  of  parties  who  reside  nearer  Arieola 
than  Casa  Grande,  receive  their  mail  at  the  last  named  pltwse,  and  that 
the  distance  from  Casa  Grande  to  Smith's  homestead  is  less  than  four 
miles.  Furthermore  it  is  not  denied,  that  from  the  latter  part  of  Decem- 
ber, 18d3,  to  the  date  of  hearing  before  the  local  officers,  in  February, 
1894,  the  entryman  resided  on  his  homestead  and  attended  to  his  duties 
as  postmaster.  I  do  not  think  that  the  land  department  is  warranted 
io  holding  that  a  tract  of  land  situated  sufficiently  near  the  postoffice 
to  allow  the  postmaster  to  reside  thereon,  and  attend  to  his  duties  as 
postmaster,  is  without  the  delivery  of  the  office  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute. 

It  also  appears  that  on  October  27, 18d3,  William  O.  Smith  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  Recorder,  in  and  for  Pinal  County,  Arizona  a  ^< Decla- 
ration of  Homestead '^  wherein  it  is  represented  by  the  said  Smith  that 
he  is  the  head  of  a  family  and  that  he  claims  certain  described  parcels 
of  land  as  his  homestead.  This  declaration  it  seems  was  filed  in  pur- 
suance of  sections  2071-2085,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  Territory 
of  Arizona,  which  provides,  that  any  person  who  is  the  head  of  a  family 
may  hold  as  a  homestead  exempt  from  execution  and  forced  sale  real 
estate  to  be  selected  by  him,  not  to  exceed  in  value  the  sum  of  four 
thousand  dollars,  and  that  any  one  desiring  to  avail  himself  of  the  said 
provision  shall  make  out  in  writing  his  claim  and  file  the  same  with  the 
recorder  of  the  county  in  which  the  land  so  designated  is  situated. 

The  appellant  submits  that  the  execution  of  this  homestead  declaration 
under  the  laws  of  the  Territory  of  Arizona,  wherein  other  and  difi'erent 
land  from  that  embraced  in  the  homestead  entry  of  Smith  is  designated, 
is  an  abandonment  of  the  homestead  entry,  and  he  insists  that  at  least 
such  a  presumption  of  abandonment  of  the  homestead  entry  is  cast  by 
the  filing  of  said  homestead  declaration  that  the  entryman  should  be 
compelled  to  show  at  his  own  expense  that  he  had  not  in  fact  abandoned 
his  homestead  entry. 

I  do  not  think  that  because  the  entryman,  who  it  appears  was  unfor- 
tunate in  business  affairs,  availed  himself  of  an  exemption  authorized 
by  the  law  of  Arizona,  forfeited  his  right  to  acquire  title  to  the  land 
that  he  entered  as  a  homestead  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
It  is  true  that  the  sx)ecified  land  was  << claimed  as  a  homestead"  by 
Smith  but  it  is  asserted  by  the  entryman  in  his  brief,  filed  before  your 
office,  that  under  the  law  of  Arizona,  a  person  may  designate  land  as  a 
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homestead  on  which  he  does  not  reside  and  this  proposition  seems  to  be 
supported  by  section  2085  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  Arizona,  which 
provides  that  <4and  other  than  that  upon  which  the  claimant  resides 
may  be  held  as  a  homestead." 

If  then  the  laws  of  Arizona,  under  which  this  homestead  declaration 
was  filed  does  not  require  the  claimant  under  such  declaration  to  reside 
on  the  lands  enumerated  therein,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  how  any  pre- 
sumption would  be  cast,  by  the  execution  thereof,  which  would  require 
the  entryman  in  this  case  to  enter  into  any  explanation  as  to  his  place 
of  residence.    The  point  is  not  well  taken. 

You  find : 

That  defendant  has  improvements  on  the  land  worth  aboat  $500  consisting  of  dear- 
ingi  house,  yreH,  and  ham ;  that  defendant  lived  in  the  house  about  ten  days  in  the 
latter  part  of  June,  18d3,  when  on  account  of  sickness  he  sent  his  wife  and  child  to 
California;  *  *  *  that  f^om  July  to  December  27, 1893,  the  defendant  was  absent 
nearly  all  the  time ;  *  '  *  that  on  December  27,  1893^  he  returned  to  the  land 
with  his  family  and  was  residing  thereon,  when  notice  of  contest  was  seri'-ed  Janu- 
ary 2,  1894,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  such  return  was  induced  by  knowledge  of 
contest. 

Your  finding  of  facts  is  sustained  by  the  record,  and  your  conclusion 
that  plaintiff  has  failed  to  make  such  a  showing  as  would  justify  the 
government  in  canceling  Smith's  entry  is  approved. 


MINING  CIJOM-EXPENDrrcrKE-CERTrFICATE  OF  StTR^TEYOR  GENSRAI.. 

White  Cloud  Ooppee  Mining  Company. 

The  work  done  on  different  portions  of  a  road  constmcted  for  the  development  of 
several  mining  claims,  can  not  be  apportioned  as  an  expenditure  a}K>n  the  dif- 
ferent claims,  and  applied  to  a  claim  on  which  no  portion  of  such  road  is  located. 

An  applicant  for  mineral  patent  must  at  the  time  of  application,  or  within  the  period 
of  publicatioUi  file  a  certificate  of  the  surveyor  general  showing  an  expenditure 
of  five  hundred  dollars  on  the  claim,  and,  if  the  certificate,  so  filed,  does  not 
show  such  expenditure,  additional  time  to  make  further  improvements  can  not 
be  granted,  but  the  entry  allowed  on  such  proof  must  be  canceled. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

February  25,  1896.  (J.  A.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  White  Cloud  Copper  Mining 
Company  from  the  decision  of  your  office  of  August  29,  1894,  holding 
for  cancellation  its  mineral  entry  Ko.  460,  made  December  30, 1893,  for 
the  Copper  Ingot  lode  claim,  lot  No.  46,  Carson  City  land  district, 
Nevada. 

Your  office  on  May  7, 1894,  advised  the  local  officers  as  follows: 

The  report  of  the  surveyor  general  shows  mining  improvements  upon  the  Copper 
Ingot  claim  to  the  value  of  $300.00. 

Five  hundred  and  twenty-five  feet  of  a  road  one  mile  in  length,  no  part  of  which 
is  upon  the  claim  is  also  reported  as  having  been  built  for  the  benefit  of  the  claim 
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and  is  yalned  at  $700.00.  A  road  is  not  neoessarily  a  mining  improvement.  The 
coDstmction  of  a  portion  of  a  road  not  upon  the  claim  cannot  be  accepted  as  a 
compliance  with  the  law  relative  to  expenditure  upon  mining  claims. 

Yon  will  allow  claimant  sixty  days  within  which  to  show  cause  why  said  entry 
shonld  not  be  held  for  cancellation. 

The  claimant  requested  that  time  be  granted  within  which  to  expend 
two  hundred  dollars  more  in  improvements  on  the  claim,  and  that  such 
iiDproyements  be  considered  as  having  been  made  at  the  proper  time. 

Your  office,  in  the  decision  appealed  from,  held  that  an  applicant  for 
a  patent  under  section  2325,  Revised  Statutes,  must,  at  the  time  of 
application,  or  within  the  period  of  publication,  file  a  certificate  of  the 
surveyor-general  showing  an  expenditure  of  five  hundred  dollars  in 
improvements  on  the  claim.  The  request  to  be  allowed  to  make  addi- 
tional improvements  was  therefore  denied,  and  the  entry  was  held  for 
cancellation. 

The  appellant  contends;  1st.  That  this  case  is  similar  to  that  of  the 
Emfly  Lode  (6  L.  D.,  220),  and  that  patent  should  issue  on  the  improve- 
ments shown. 

2.  That,  on  the  holding  that  the  improvements  are  insufficient,  he 
should  have  been  granted  time  to  make  additional  improvements. 

In  the  case  of  the  Emily  Lode  a  trail  and  road  were  built  to  carry 
ore  from  the  mine  to  the  company's  smelter.  No  part  of  the  trail  or 
road  was  included  in  the  improvements  credited  to  any  of  the  other 
claims  of  the  company.  It  was  held  that  the  trail  and  road  may  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  the  five  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  improvements 
required  to  be  on  the  claim,  although  only  a  small  part  of  the  trail  was 
within  the  surface  boundary  thereof. 

In  the  case  at  bar  five  hundred  and  twenty  feet  of  a  road  a  mile  long 
are  sought  to  be  credited  as  an  improvement  to  the  claim.  Other  five 
handred  and  twenty  feet  of  the  same  road  are  certified  to  as  the 
improvements  to  be  applied  to  another  claim. 

The  work  done  on  different  portions  of  the  company's  road  cannot  in 
this  manner  be  credited  to  its  different  claims.  Your  office  correctly 
held  that  the  claimant  is  not  entitled  to  a  patent  on  the  improvements 
shown. 

December  4, 1895,  this  Department  rendered  decision  herein,  holding 
that  the  entry  should  have  been  suspended  and  the  entryman  allowed 
within  a  reasonable  time,  fixed  by  your  office,  to  make  two  hundred 
dollars'  worth  of  additional  improvements  and  to  submit  proof  thereof 
without  republication.  My  attention  having  been  called  to  the  fact 
that  it  is  the  uniform  practice  to  cancel  entries  in  all  cases  in  which  the 
necessary  improvements  have  not  been  made  within  the  required  time, 
the  said  decision  is  hereby  recalled  and  revoked.  The  claimant's 
request  that  further  time  be  granted  to  make  improvements  was  prop- 
erly denied  and  the  entry  held  for  cancellation.  The  decision  appealed 
&om  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 
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HAILBOAB  GRANT— £XCEPT£D  liANDS-^PKE-EMPTIOX  FIUNO. 

Obeoon  and  Galifobnia  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Eidson. 

Under  the  tenns  of  the  grant  of  July, 25,  1866,  wherein  lands  ''pre-empted"  are 
excepted  therefrom,  a  tract  covered  hj  a  valid  subeiating  pre-emption  filing  at 
date  of  definite  location  ia  taken  out  of  the  operation  of  said  grant. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  CommisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

Februa^-y  29,  1896.  (E.  B.) 

The  Oregon  and  Galifornia  Bailroad  Company  appeals  from  the  deci- 
sion of  December  4, 1894,  by  your  ofBce  wherein  it  was  held  that  the 
W.  J  SE.  i  and  E.  J  SW.  J,  Sec.  25,  T.  38  S.  B,,  4  W.,  Oregon,  was 
excepted  from  the  grant  of  public  lands  to  the  company  by  the  act  of 
Jnly  25, 1866  (14  Stat.,  239),  on  the  groond  that  at  the  date  of  definite 
location  of  its  road  the  track  in  question  was  covered  by  a  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement. 

Several  grounds  of  error  are  set  out  in  the  appeal  but  it  is  only  nec- 
essary to  consider  the  first  of  them,  viz:  That  the  said  declaratory 
statement  did  not  bring  the  land  within  any  of  the  exceptions  found  in 
the  said  grant. 

The  record  shows  that  one  John  Shoemaker  filed  his  declaratory 
statement  for  said  tract  April  23, 1883,  alleging  settlement  March  20, 
1883,  that  said  company  filed  its  map  of  definite  location,  as  to  the  land 
in  question,  July  3, 1883,  and  that  one  Thomas  J.  Eidson  entered  the 
said  tract  as  a  homestead  August  10, 1893.  The  second  section  of  the 
said  act  grants  the  alternate  odd  numbered  sections  of  public  land,  not 
mineral,  within  ten  miles  on  each  side  of  its  railroad  line,  to  said  com- 
pany, reserving,  among  others,  lauds  <^  found  to  have  been  pre-empted", 
and  directs  that  upon  the  filing  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  by  said  company,  its  map  of  definite  location,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  withdraw  from  sale  the  lands  thus  granted. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  right  of  a  railroad  company  to  public  lands 
under  such  grant  attaches  when  the  line  of  its  road  is  definitely  located ; 
also  that  the  status  of  the  land  at  date  of  such  location  determines 
whether  it  is  subject  to  the  grant  (Garrahar  v.  Iowa  Falls  and  Bloox 
Gity  B.  B.  Go.,  2  L.  D.,  483;  Showell  t?.  Gentral  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.,  10  Id., 
167,  and  Kansas  Pacific  Bail  way  v.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S.,  629).  Shoe- 
maker's declaratory  statement  covered  the  said  tract  and  was  a  valid 
and  subsisting  preemption  filing  thereon  at  the  date  of  said  definite 
location  July  3, 1883^  Was  it  a  pre-emption  of  the  tract!  If  it  was,  the 
company's  right  did  not  attach  thereto,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  Shoe- 
maker did  not  continue  thereafter  to  hold  such  right  and  take  the  other 
necessary  steps  to  acquire  complete  title  to  the  laud.  Unless  the  com- 
pany's right  was  superior  to  that  of  Shoemaker  at  the  date  last  men- 
tioned it  never  had  any  right  to  the  land  under  its  grant  and  it  cannot 
be  heaid  to  complain  against  Eidson's  subsequent  entry. 
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A  pre-emption  as  applied  to  a  tract  of  public  land  is  a  preferred  right 
toparehase  the  same,  and  is  initiated  by  settlement  and  filing  a  declar* 
atory  statement  (Frisbie  i\  Whitney,  9th  WalL,  187;  and  Smith  v. 
Brearly,  9  L.  D.,  175).  In  common  parlance  one  is  said  to  have  '<  pre- 
empted" a  tract  of  public  lands  when  he  has  lawfully  initiated  a  claim 
thereto  in  the  manner  above  indicated.  The  word  just  quoted  as  found 
in  the  grant  to  said  company  is  to  be  regarded  as  having  been  used  in 
this  sense  and  not  in  the  narrow  and  restricted  sense  contended  for  by 
the  company  as  applying  only  to  land  which  had  been  regularly  entered 
aud  paid  for.  No  reservation  of  such  land  would  have  been  necessary 
in  the  grant  since  the  pre-emptor  who  had  thus  entered  the  land  and 
paid  the  purchase  money  therefor  would  have  acquired  a  vested  right 
thereto  of  which  an  act  of  Congress  could  not  divest  him.  The  land 
would  no  longer  have  been  the  property  of  the  government  nor  subject 
to  appropriation  under  the  grant  (Frisbie  v.  Whitney,  supra).  In  the 
case  of  this  same  company  v,  Barrett^  decided  March  13, 1891  (12  L, 
D.,  233),  it  was  held  that  land  covered  by  a  prima  facie  valid  pre-emption 
fillDg  at  the  date  the  company  filed  its  map  of  definite  location  was  pre- 
empted land,  and  as  such  excepted  from  its  gran  t  under  the  act  aforesaid. 

In  accordance  with  the  views  therein  and  herein  expressed  I  affirm 
the  decision  of  your  office  in  this  case. 


BAILBOAD  LAKI>S-8£CTION  8,  ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  S9,  1800. 

BOBEBT  E.  Saltmabshe. 

The  right  of  purchase  granted  by  section  3,  act  of  September  29, 1890,  to  persons  who 
settled  with  the  intent  to  purchase  from  the  company,  is  a  personal  right,  and 
not  transferable. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

6, 1896.  (F.  W.  0.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Bobert  E.  Saltmarshe  from  your  office 
decision  of  October  8, 1894,  holding  for  cancellation  his  cash  entry  made 
under  the  provisions  of  Sec.  3,  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat., 
496),  covering  the  NE.  i  and  the  SE.  i,  Sec.  17,  T.  2  S.,  R.  14  E.,  The 
Dalles  land  district,  Oregon. 

This  land  is  a  portion  of  that  granted  by  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13 
Stat.,  365),  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Northern  Pacific  railroad. 
It  is  opposite  the  portion  of  said  road  which  was  not  constructed,  and 
was  therefore  included  in  the  forfeiture  declared  by  the  first  section  of 
the  act  of  Congress,  approved  September  29, 1890,  supra. 

By  the  third  section  of  said  act,  a  right  of  purchase  to  the  extent  of 
320  acres  is  granted:  first,  to  those  persons  in  possession  of  any  of  the 
lands  forfeited  under  deed,  written  contract  with,  or  license  from  the 
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state  or  corporation  to  which  the  grant  was  made^or  its  assignees,  exe- 
cuted prior  to  January  1,  1888;  and  second, 

where  penons  may  have  settled  said  lands  with  bona  fide  intention  to  secure  title 
thereto  by  purchase  from  the  state  or  corporation,  when  earned  by  compliance  with 
the  conditions,  or  requirements,  of  the  granting  act. 

The  present  claimant  had  not  settled  upon  said  land  prior  to  the  dec- 
laration of  forfeiture,  but  claims  to  have  purchased  from  a  prior  settler. 

The  question  at  issue  is  whether  not  only  a  settler  upon  railroad 
lands  at  the  date  of  such  forfeiture  act,  but  the  assignee  of  such  settler, 
is  entitled  to  purchase  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the 
act  of  forfeiture  above  quoted. 

After  a  carefiil  consideration  of  the  matter  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  privilege  granted  to  those  persons  who  had  settled  with  bona  fide 
intent  to  purchase  from  the  company,  was  a  personal  right  and  could 
not  be  transferred.  While  a  subsequent  settler  might,  under  the  gen- 
eral settlement  laws,  make  entry  of  the  laud,  yet  the  special  right  of 
purchase  granted  settlers  by  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  forfeiture  is 
not  transferable.  The  two  classes  recognized  and  granted  the  right  of 
purchase  by  the  act  of  forfeiture  are  widely  different;  those  in  posses- 
sion under  a  deed,  written  contract  with,  or  license  from  the  company 
had  a  claim  through  the  grant  which  they  might  transfer;  while  those 
who  had  merely  settled  upon  the  land  without  a  deed,  contract  with, 
or  license  from  the  company  had  no  such  claim  or  right,  either  as 
against  the  company  or  the  United  States,  as  was  transferable,  and  in 
recognizing  the  latter  class  and  granting  the  right  of  purchase,  the 
privilege  granted  was,  as  before  stated,  a  mere  personal  right  and 
could  not  be  transferred  to  another  by  sale,  after  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  forfeiture,  of  improvements  made  upon  the  laud. 

1  therefore  sustain  your  office  decision  and  direct  that  the  cash  entry 
be  canceled,  but  that  the  entryman  be  advised  of  his  right  and  per- 
mitted to  complete  entry  under  the  settlement  laws,  to  the  extent  of  a 
quarter  section,  if  he  is  otherwise  qualified  and  so  desires. 


Stbong  v.  Pettuohk  £T  al. 

Motion  for  reheai'ing  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  March  6, 1896.    See 
Departmental  decision  of  August  20, 1895,  21  L.  D.,  111. 
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RAILROAD  GR^VXT-IXDEMNITY  SELECTION—SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

Hastings  and  Dakota  Ry.  Co,  v.  Oheistenson  et  al. 

Lands  occupied  and  cultivated  by  qualified  settlers,  entitled  to  make  entry  thereof, 
are  not  subject  to  indemnity  selection,  and  the  recognition  of  such  right  of 
entry,  though  irregular,  may  be  permitted  to  stand. 

Secretary  Smith  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

6^  1896.  (J.  A.) 

Aagnst  6, 1892,  Ole  F.  Bronuiche  presented  homestead  application 
for  the  S.  ^  NE.  \  and  Jens  Christenson  presented  application  to  make 
additional  homestead  entry  under  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat., 
854),  for  the  N.  J  NB.  J  of  section  21,  T.  120  N.,  R.  40  W.,  MarshaU, 
Minnesota,  land  district. 

With  their  applications  Brouniche  and  Christenson  presented  affida- 
vits setting  forth  that  they  settled  on  the  land  in  1873  and  1874, 
respectively,  and  have  coutiuaously  occupied  and  cultivated  the  same. 

Both  applications  were  rejected  by  the  local  officers  August  8, 1892, 
for  conflict  with  the  Hastings  and  Dakota  Bailway  Company's  selection 
of  October  29, 1891. 

The  land  is  within  the  twenty  mile  limits  common  to  the  grants  of 
the  Hastings  and  Dakota,  and  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis,  and  Manitoba 
Bailroad  Companies,  the  withdrawals  for  which  were  ordered  in  1868 
and  1869,  and  continued  in  force  until  May  22, 1891,  when  they  were 
revoked  (12  L.D.,  541). 

On  October  16, 1883,  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bail- 
road  Company  selected  the  land,  but  its  selection  was  canceled  October 
23, 1891,  (13  L.  D.,  440),  and  the  land  was  held  subject  to  entry  by  the 
first  legal  applicant,  or  to  selection  by  the  company  first  presenting 
apphcation  therefor. 

October  29,  1891,  the  Hastings  and  Dakota  Bailway  Company 
selected  the  land.  Because  of  this  selection  the  homestead  applica- 
tions of  Bronniche  and  Christenson  were  rejected  by  the  local  officers. 

On  appeals  filed  by  the  applicants  your  office,  on  October  24, 1894, 
beld  that  they  acquired  no  right  as  against  the  railroad  company  by 
making  settlement  on  the  laud  while  it  was  in  a  state  reservation  under 
the  withdrawals  of  18t>8  and  1869,  but  that  immediately  upon  the  revo- 
cation of  the  withdrawals,  on  May  22, 1891,  and  until  selection  by  the 
Hastings  and  Dakota  Bailway  Company,  on  October  29, 1891,  the  land 
was  subject  to  the  claim  of  the  first  qualified  settler  or  applicant;  and 
that,  as  Bronniche  and  Christenson  were  such  applicants  on  August  6, 
"1891,"  they  are  entitled  to  the  preference  right  of  entry.  The  selec- 
tions of  the  Hastings  and  Dakota  Bailway  Company,  made  October  29, 
1891,  of  said  tracts  were  therefore  held  for  cancellation. 
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February  11, 1895,  your  office  transmitted  the  company's  appeal  from 
said  decision. 

By  letter  of  August  20, 1895,  your  office  transmitted  additional  pai>er8 
in  the  case,  reporting  that  the  same  were  not  on  Me  when  the  case  was 
decided  on  October  24, 1894.  These  papers  show  that  on  March  28, 
1894,  Bronniche  and  Christenson  again  presented  applications  to  make 
entries  for  the  tracts  originally  applied  for  by  them,  alleging  settlement 
and  occupancy  since  1873  and  1874,  respectively.  The  Hastings  and 
Dakota  Bailway  Company  filed  protests  executed  April  11, 1894,  (date 
of  filing  not  shown)  against  the  allowance  of  entries  by  the  applicants. 
January  29,  1895,  Bronniche  was  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry, 
and  on  February  14, 1895,  Christenson  was  allowed  to  make  additional 
homestead  entry. 

The  company's  appeal,  transmitted  by  your  office  February  11,  1895, 
assigns  error  in  substance. 

1.  In  passing  upon  the  case  in  the  absence  of  notice  to  the  company 
of  said  homestead  applications. 

2.  In  not  holding  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  applicants  to  reside 
on  the  land  on  October  29, 1891,  the  date  of  the  company's  selectioa. 

It  does  not  appear  from  the  record  whether  the  company  was  notified 
of  the  applications  presented  by  Bronniche  and  Christenson  August  6, 
1892,  and  March  28, 1894.  However,  by  filing  protests,  executed  April 
11, 1894,  against  the  allowance  of  entries  by  Bronniche  and  Christen- 
son, it  waived  notice  of  the  applications. 

It  was  not  necessary  for  Bronniche  and  Christenson  to  reside  on  the 
land  at  the  date  of  the  company's  selection.  That  they  were  in  posses- 
sion of  and  cultivating  the  land  October  29, 1891,  it  is  not  denied  by 
the  company.  They  were  therefore  entitled  to  the  right  of  entry,  and 
their  entries,  although  irregularly  allowed  January  29, 1895,  and  Feb- 
ruary 14, 1895,  respectively,  will  be  permitted  to  stand. 

The  decision  of  your  office  holding  for  cancellation  the  company's 
selections  of  the  tracts  in  controversy  is  affirmed. 


PUE-EMl*TION-SETTLEMENT  RIG HTS-LT^'^SUR VEXED  L^VXD. 

Bennett  v.  Nuckolls. 

As  between  two  settlers  on  the  same  tract  prior  to  survey,  one  of  whom  is  qualified, 
and  the  other  disqualified  by  reason  of  minority,  the  existing  adverse  right  of 
the  former  precludes  the  claim  of  the  latter  on  attaining  his  majority,  as  against 
the  right  of  said  qualified  settler. 

The  administrator  of  a  deceased  settler,  who  dies  prior  to  the  survey  of  the  land 
settled  upon,  is  authorized,  after  survey,  to  file  a  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment for  such  land  and  perfect  title  thereto. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissions  of  the  Ge^ieral  Land  Office,  March 

6j  1896.  (W.  M.  W.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Joseph  F.  Bennett,  administrator  of 
the  estate  of  George  W.  Sagers,  deceased,  against  George  H.  FuckoUs, 
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involving  the  KB.  J  of  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  20,  and  the  N  W.  i  of  the  SW. 
1  of  Sec.  21,  T.  7  S.,  R.  92  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  Glenwood  Springs  land  dis- 
trict, Colorado. 

On  }ilay  8,  1889,  the  approved  township  plat  of  the  survey  of  town- 
ship 7  S.,  range  92  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  was  filed  in  the  local  land  office,  and 
on  that  day  the  pre-emption  declaratory  statements  of  the  parties 
hereto  were  presented  for  filing,  and  on  June  20,  1889,  were  filed. 
^"uckoll's  statement  covered  the  W.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  21,  and  the 
E.  ^  of  the  SB.  ^  of  Sec.  20,  in  said  township,  and  alleged  settlement 
on  January  14, 1889. 

Bennett,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  George  W.  Sagers,  filed  his 
declaratory  statement  on  behalf  of  the  estate  of  Sagers  covering  the 
NW.  J  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  21,  the  NB.  i  of  the  SB.  J  and  the  S.  J  of 
the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  20  of  said  township,  alleging  settlement  September  1, 
1884. 

Nuckolls  gave  notice  that  he  would  make  final  proof  on  September 
30, 1889,  and  on  that  day  Bennett  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging, 
among  other  things,  priority  of  settlement  on  the  land  in  dispute  by 
Sagers;  failure  to  improve  or  cultivate  the  same;  that  Nuckolls 

is  not  competent  or  qualified,  and  should  not  be  permitted  to  enter  said  land  or  any 
portion  thereof,  and  especially  as  against  this  contestant,  said  Oeo.  W.  Sagers  being 
the  prior  appropriator,  occupant  and  claimant  of  the  north  80  acres  of  the  land  which 
cont€8tee  seeks  now  to  enter. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  by  the  local  officers,  at  which  the  parties 
appeared,  and  on  motion  of  Nuckolls  the  contest  was  dismissed.  Ben- 
nett appealed  to  your  office,  which,  on  the  27th  day  of  May,  1892, 
reversed  the  order  dismissing  the  case,  and  remanded  it  for  hear- 
ing. The  hearing  was  had,  and  the  local  officers  recommended  that 
Xockolls'  final  proof  be  accepted  and  the  contest  dismissed. 

Bennett  appealed,  and  on  December  4, 1893,  your  office  reversed  the 
jad^ent  of  the  local  officers  and  awarded  the  land  involved  to 
Bennett. 

2^uckolls  brings  the  case  here  on  appeal  from  said  decision. 

The  evidence  shows  that  in  1884  the  father  of  Nuckolls  bought  from 
a  former  occupant  the  possessory  right  to  the  land  in  controversy;  that 
this,  with  other  lands  amounting  in  all  to  over  1,000  acres,  was  used  as 
j^  cattle  and  horse  grazing  ranch  by  the  firm  of  Eeef  and  Nuckolls;  that 
l)oth  of  the  Nuckollses  were  members  of  the  firm  of  Eeef  and  Nuckolls; 
that  at  the  time  of  this  purchase,  and  up  to  January  14,  1889,  the 
defendant  was  a  minor  and  was  not  the  head  of  a  family.  The  firm  of 
Keef  and  Nuckolls  inclosed  with  a  fence  and  natural  obstacles  the  land 
involved,  together  with  other  lands,  aggregating  about  1,000  acres. 
There  was  a  log  house  on  the  ranch  about  eighteen  by  forty,  and  this 
vas  used  by  the  defendant  and  many  of  the  employees  of  the  firm  of 
Keef  and  Nuckolls.  Nuckolls  in  his  final  proof  claims  this  house  and 
other  improvements  made  by  the  firm  of  Beef  and  Nuckolls  on  the  land 
involved,  as  follows:  a  log  house  eighteen  by  forty,  valued  at  $300;  a 
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mile  of  fencing,  $200;  three  corrals,  $200;  two  barns,  $100;  a  cellar, 
$25;  an  irrigating  ditch,  $400;  twenty  acres'  plowing,  $75;  about  sev- 
enty-five acres  of  clearing,  $100;  cropped  to  grain  and  grass  from 
seventy-five  to  one  hundred  acres.  These  improvements  were  all  paid 
for  by  the  firm  of  Reef  and  Nuckolls,  but  the  defendant  testified  that 
he  paid  said  firm  for  them  by  services  rendered  for  that  firm.  He  also 
testifie(\ that  he  settled  and  occupied  the  tract  for  his  own  use  and 
benefit;  that  it  was  Just  held  by  his  father,  by  Henry  Boach  and  his 
cousin  William  Nuckolls  for  the  defendant.  It  appears  that  in  a  dis- 
pute between  William  Nuckolls  and  Sagers  over  the  possession  of  the 
tract  involved,  on  the  7th  day  of  September,  1888,  said  Nuckolls  shot 
and  killed  Sagers.  After  this  killing  William  Nuckolls  abandone<l  t!ie 
land.  Sagers  was  at  one  time  an  employee  of  Eeef  and  Nuckolls,  and 
while  so  employed  asserted  a  settlement  claim  to  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  of  land  within  their  inclosure,  hereinbefore  referred  to,  and 
in  1885  or  1886  had  a  cabin  on  it  which  he  claimed  as  his  home.  In 
1887,  Sagers  built  a  two-room  log  house  on  the  land  in  controversy, 
and  also  moved  his  cabin  to  said  land,  and  afterwards  used  it  for  a 
stable.  Sagers  continued  to  live  on  and  improve  the  tract  until  his 
death,  and  his  widow  resided  on  it  thereafter  and  was  residing  on  it  at 
the  date  of  the  hearing.  Sagers  was  qualified  to  make  pre-emption 
entry  at  the  time  he  settled  on  the  land  and  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

The  principal  specifications  of  error  assigned  by  appellant  relate  to 
the  holding  in  your  office  decision  respecting  the  disqualification  of 
Nuckolls  as  a  pre-emptor  by  reason  of  his  minority,  as  against  Sagers^ 
settlement.  It  is  also  claimed  that  an  adverse  claim  can  not  be  acquired 
prior  to  the  filing  of  the  approved  township  plat,  and  that  the  filing 
by  Nuckolls  of  his  declaratory  statement  on  the  day  of  the  filing  of 
said  plat  gave  him  an  unquestionable  prior  and  superior  right  to  the 
land,  inasmuch  as  he  was  at  that  time  qualified  to  enter  land  under  the 
pre-emption  law. 

Section  2259  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  prescribes  the  qualifications  of 
I)ersons  who  may  enter,  under  the  pre-emption  laws,  public  lands,  as 
follows: 

Every  person,  being  the  head  of  a  family,  or  widow,  or  single  person,  over  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  having  -filed  a  declara- 
tion of  intention  to  become  such,  as  required  by  the  naturalization  laws,  who  has 
made,  or  hereafter  makes  settlement  in  person  on  public  lands  subject  to  pre- 
emption, etc. 

Section  2266  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  expressly  recognizes  settlements 
on  the  unsurveyed  public  lands  made  by  qualified  pre-emptors  and  pro- 
tects all  such  for  the  period  of  three  months  from  the  date  of  the 
receipt  at  the  district  land  office  of  the  approved  plat  of  the  township 
embracing  their  pre-emption  settlement. 

This  case  presents  the  claims  of  two  settlers  for  the  same  land  at  the 
same  time,  each  based  on  actual  settlement;  one  of  them  being  qual- 
ified to  enter  the  land,  and  the  other  disqualified  to  make  such  entry. 
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Id  James  F.  Bright,  6  L.  D.,  602,  the  Department  held  that  though 
a  filing  made  by  a  pre-emptor  under  disability  of  infancy  is  invalid, 
saeh  invalidity  is  cured  by  the  attainment  of  majority  prior  to  the 
inception  of  an  adverse  claim. 

In  Florida  Railway  and  Navigation  Company  v,  Williams,  14  L.  D., 
2^,  in  construing  a  relinquishment  made  in  favor  of  '^  actual  bona  fide 
settlers,"  it  was  held  that  such  relinquishment  does  not  extend  to  one 
who  was  at  the  date  of  the  relinquishment  not  a  qualified  settler  by 
reason  of  being  a  minor,  and  not  the  head  of  a  family.  In  the  opinion 
Secretary  Noble  said: 

No  diecQMion,  it  seems  to  me,  is  necessary  to  show  that  ''an  actual  bona  fide  set- 
tler'' mast  be  one  capable  of  acquiring  title  from  the  government — that  is,  he  must 
be  qnahiied  to  make  settlement  and  entry  under  some  one  of  the  land  laws.  A 
minor,  not  the  head  of  a  fSunily,  equally  with  an  alien,  is  disqualified  to  make  set*> 
tleiuent,  filing,  or  entry,  or  to  initiate  any  rights  under  the  land  laws,  and  the  set- 
tlement, occupation,  and  improYement  of  one  so  disqualified  will  not  except  the 
knd  settled  upon  from  the  operation  of  a  grant  to  a  railroad.  Central  Pacific  R.  R. 
Co.  r.  Taylor,  11  L.  D.,  354;  Same  v.  Booth,  id.,  89;  Titamore  v.  Southern  Pacific 
R.  E.  Co.,  10  L.  D.,  463. 

In  Bomgardner  v.  Kittleman,  17  L.  D.,  207,  the  Department  held, 
that  the  infancy  of  a  pre-emptor  at  date  of  filing  declaratory  statement 
will  not  defeat  the  pre-emptive  right,  if  the  pre-emptor  attains  the 
requisite  age  prior  to  the  intervention  of  any  adverse  claim,  and  good 
faith  is  otherwise  shown.  Numerous  decisions  of  the  Department  to 
the  same  efifect  might  be  cited  in  cases  where  the  claimants  were  aliens. 
The  rule  is  uniform  and  unbroken  that  in  all  cases  of  settlement  or 
filing  when  the  claimant  is  disqualified  he  can  acquire  no  right  by  either 
until  after  the  disqualification  is  removed;  if  during  the  time  the  dis- 
ability exists  a  claim,  whether  by  settlement  or  filing,  is  initiated  by  a 
competent  claimant  to  the  land  claimed  by  the  person  disqualified,  the 
initiation  of  such  claim  defeats  the  right  of  the  disqualified  claimant. 
In  other  words,  if  any  adverse  claim  in|;ervenes  as  against  the  settle- 
ment or  filing  of  one  disqualified  to  make  entry  of  public  lands,  it 
o[)erates  to  defeat  the  right  of  such  disqualified  person  to  the  land 
involved  as  against  such  adverse  claim,  for  the  reason  that  such  dis- 
qualified person  can  have  no  claim  to  the  land  until  the  disqualifica- 
tion is  removed.  It  follows  that  Nuckolls'  occupancy  and  cultivation 
of  the  land  involved  during  the  time  of  his  minority  did  not  invest  him 
vith  any  right  to  it  under  the  pre-emption  law  as  against  the  settle- 
DJent,  residence  and  improvement  of  the  land  by  Sagers  or  his  admin- 
istrator under  said  law. 

The  claim  is  made  that  no  rights  of  the  parties  could  attach  to  the 
land  in  question  under  their  settlements  until  the  filing  of  the  platof 
the  survey  in  the  local  land  ofiQce,  and  as  Nuckolls  had  at  that  time 
attained  his  majority,  the  land  should  be  awarded  to  him  as  the  first 
settler.  In  support  of  this  contention,  the  case  of  Lord  v.  Perrin,  8 
L.  D.,  536,  is  relied  on.  The  facts  in  that  case  are  very  dififerent  from 
the  facts  in  the  case  at  bar.    In  that  case  the  plat  was  approved  in 
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December,  1S84,  and  filed  in  the  local  office  in  January,  1885.  Perrin 
was  a  foreigner  by  birth,  and  on  November  3, 1894,  declared  his  inten- 
tion to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  Both  Perrin  and  Lord 
had  improvements  on  the  tract  in  controversy;  each  of  the  parties 
acquiesced  in  the  possession  of  the  other  before  and  after  the  plat  of 
the  survey  was  filed  in  the  local  office.  Lord  acquiesced  and  recognized 
by  his  acts  the  right  of  Perrin,  while  he  was  disqualified  as  well  after 
he  became  qualified  to  make  entry  of  the  land.  He  even  made  out 
Perrin's  declaratory  statement,  and  sent  it  to  the  local  land  office  after 
the  township  plat  was  filed,  and  received  pay  from  Perrin  for  so  doing. 
The  facts  in  this  case  are  totally  diflerent.  Sagers  did  not  in  any  way 
recognize  Nuckolls'  right  to  any  part  of  the  land  involved,  either  before 
or  after  he  attained  his  majority. 

The  case  of  Buxton  r.  Travers,  130  U.  S.,  232,  cited  by  Secretary 
Noble  in  support  of  his  decision  in  Perrin  r.  Lord,  supra,  and  relied  on 
by  counsel  in  this  case  as  supporting  his  contention,  utterly  fails  to  sus- 
tain such  contention.  The  questions  decided  in  that  case  are  aptly 
covered  by  the  syllabus,  as  follows : 

No  portion  of  the  pablic  domain,  unless  it  be  in  special  casea,  not  affecting  the 
H^eneral  rale,  is  open  to  sale  until  it  has  been  surveyed,  and  an  approved  plat  of  the 
township  embracing  the  land  has  been  returned  to  the  local  land  office. 

A  settler  upon  pablic  land,  in  advance  of  the  pablic  surveys,  acquires  no  estate  in 
the  land  which  he  can  devise  by  will,  or  which,  in  case  of  his  death  intestate,  will 
pass  to  his  heirs  at  law,  until,  within  the  specified  time  after  the  sarveys  and  the 
Tetam  of  the  township  plat,  he  files  a  declaratory  statement  sach  as  is  required  when 
the  sarveys  have  preceded  settlement,  and  performs  the  other  acts  prescribed  by  law. 

In  this  case  there  is  no  question  as  to  when  the  land  involved  became 
open  to  sale,  nor  is  there  any  question  as  to  whether  the  parties  acquired 
such  an  estate  in  this  land  as  could  lawfully  be  devised  by  will  or  would 
pass  to  their  heirs  at  law  in  case  of  deatli  intestate  of  the  parties.  But 
the  question  is,  whether  a  person  qualified  to  enter  public  land  under 
the  pre-emption  law  could  acquire  a  right  to  make  such  entry  by  his 
settlement,  residence,  improvement  and  cultivation  on  such  land  as 
against  the  settlement,  residence,  etc.,  of  one  who  was  not  qualified  to 
enter  public  land  under  said  law. 

The  assignments  of  error  in  appellant's  appeal  seem  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  an  administrator  of  a  deceased  settler,  who  dies 
prior  to  the  survey  of  the  land  settled  on,  is  authorized  to  file  a  pre- 
emption declaratory  statement  for  the  land  settled  on  and  make  final 
proof  in  such  a  claim. 

Without  stopping  to  inquire  whether  this  question  properly  arises  in 
the  record  of  this  case  as  it  now  stands,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
Department  has  settled  this  very  question  adverse  to  the  contention  of 
appellant.  See  Harbin  v.  Skelley  (16  L.  D.,  161) ;  and  the  same  rule  has 
been  held  to  apply  under  the  homestead  law.  See  Patton  p.  Georg:e 
(20  L.  D.,  533). 

Your  office  held  that  the  qualified  settler  could  acquire  a  right  to 
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euter  by  reason  of  settlement,  etc.,  as  against  a  disqualified  settler,  and 
I  concur  m  such  holding.  The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly 
affirmed. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTllY-WIDOW-MAnRIAGE. 

MacMartin  v.  Sportsman. 

On  the  snbniission  of  homestead  final  proof  by  a  woman,  claiming  as  the  widow  of 
a  homesteader,  the  validit^y  of  her  marriage  to  the  decedent  will  not  be  ques- 
tioned by  the  Department,  at  the  instance  of  a  protestant,  in  the  absence  of 
proper  judicial  proceedings  to  annul  the  said  marriage. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March  6y 

1896,  (E.  B.) 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  Rebecca  H.  Sportsman  as  widow 
of  Andrew  A.  Sportsman  who  died  March  11, 1894,  made  final  proof 
and  received  final  homestead  certificate  No.  1170,  February  8, 1895,  for 
the  SB.  i  section  28  T.  12  N.  R.  2  W.  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma,  for 
which  the  latter  made  homestead  entry  No.  273,  December  20, 1890. 
Several  affidavits  of  contest  filed  against  the  entry  were  duly  dismissed 
at  the  instance  of  the  parties  making  the  same,  or  by  reason  of  default, 
prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  said  final  certificate.  One  Mary  Sportsman 
had  filed  a  protest  against  the  entry  alleging  herself  to  be  the  legal 
widow  of  the  en  try  man  by  a  former  marriage,  but  she  subsequently  and 
prior  to.  the  making  of  final  proof  dismissed  her  protest  and  filed  a 
relinquishment  to  the  United  States  of  all  interest  in  the  land. 

An  affidavit  of  contest  directed  against  the  right  of  said  Mary  Sports- 
man, only,  as  alleged  widow  under  said  entry,  and  alleging  failure  on 
her  part  only  to  cultivate,  improve  and  reside  upon  the  land  as  required 
by  law  was  filed  by  Daniel  F.  MacMartin,  September  12,  1894.  This 
affidavit  having  ceased  to  be  of  any  force  by  reason  of  the  said  relin- 
quishment of  Mary  Sportsman,  was  dismissed  at  the  instance  of  Mac- 
Martin, February  15, 1895.  April  8, 1895,  under  permission  previously 
given  by  your  office,  MacMartin  filed  an  application  to  be  allowed  to 
contest  the  entry,  alleging  that  Rebecca  H.  Sportsman  is  not  the  legal 
widow  of  Andrew  A.  Sportsman,  the  deceased  entryman,  and  therefore 
was  not  entitled  to  make  final  proof  and  to  receive  the  final  certificate 
for  the  land. 

August  8,  1895,  your  office  rejected  MacMartin's  said  application, 
finding,  in  addition  to  the  facts  as  to  said  Mary  Sportsman's  relinquish- 
ment, the  dismissal  of  MacMartin's  affidavit  to  contest,  and  the  issuance 
of  final  certificate  to  Rebecca  H.  Sportsman,  as  hereinbefore  given,  that 
the  marriage  of  said  Andrew  A.  Sportsman  and  Rebecca  H.  Sportsman, 
November  29, 1891,  was  shown  by  record  evidence,  and,  in  its  decision 
your  office  also  further  stated : 

There  is  no  disposition  on  the  part  of  this  (your)  office  to  enter  upon  an  investiga- 
tion of  the  question  whether  or  not  the  entryman's  marriage  with  Rehecca  was  a 
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lawful  one.  She  was  the  wife  of  the  eDtryman,  de  facto,  married  nnder  license  regu- 
larly issued,  and  the  validity  of  this  marriage  cannot  be  attacked  in  any  proceeding 
before  this  (your)  office.    From  the  decision  of  your  office  MacMartin  appeals. 

He  api)ears  simply  as  a  protestant  in  this  case.  The  alleged  widow, 
Mary  Sportsman,  is  asserting  no  right  nor  interest  under  said  entry, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  has  made  express  relinquishment  of  all  claim 
thereunder,  or  to  the  land  itself.  Duly  certified  copies  of  the  marriage 
license  and  certificate  show  that  such  license  issued  in  Oklahoma 
county,  Oklahoma  Territory,  November  27, 1891,  and  that  the  marriage 
ceremony  between  Bebecca  and  the  deceased  entryman  was  celebrated 
in  the  same  county  two  days  later.  On  the  other  hand  no  evidence  of 
a  subsisting  marriage  at  the  last  mentioned  date  between  the  said 
entryman  and  Mary  Sportsman  has  been  filed. 

The  case  is  between  the  government  and  Eebecca  H.  Sportsman 
alone.  On  the  face  of  the  record  she  was  clearly  the  def(u:to  wife  of  the 
entryman  from  the  date  of  her  marriage  up  to  the  death  of  the  latter, 
and  is  now  his  widow.  The  laws  of  Oklahoma  limit  the  institution  of 
proceedings  to  annul  a  marriage,  on  the  ground  alleged  in  this  case,  to 
the  parties  themselves  during  the  lifetime  of  both,  or  to  the  former  wife 
(Statutes  of  Oklahoma,  1890,  sections  3371  and  3372).  In  the  absence 
of  proper  proceedings  there  the  Department  will  not  question  the 
validity  of  this  marriage  at  the  instance  of  the  protestant  MacMartin. 
The  decision  of  your  ofiSce  is  aflftrmed. 


RAILROAD   GRANT-ACTS   OF  APRIL   21,   1876,  AXD  JXTNE    15,   1880. 

Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Coberlt. 

The  right  of  a  railroad  company  acquired  by  defiiiite  location  is  not  such  an  inter- 
vening adverse  claim  as  Trill  defeat  the  right  of  purchase  conferred  by  section  2, 
act  of  June  15,  1880. 

The  exercise  of  the  right  of  purchase  conferred  by  section  2,  act  of  June  15,  1880,  ia 
a  compliance  with  law  that  brings  the  homestead  entry  within  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  section  1,  act  of  April  21,  1876. 

A  homestead  entry  made  prior  to  receipt  of  notice  of  withdrawal  on  general  route, 
and  canceled  prior  to  definite  location,  for  failure  to  submit  final  proof  within 
the  statutory  period,  but  subsequently  perfected  under  section  2,  act  of  June  15, 
1880,  is  within  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  section  1,  act  of  April  21,  1876. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  March 

e,  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany from  your  office  decision  of  January  26, 1891,  holding  for  approval 
for  patent  the  cash  entry  of  Lucy  A.  Ooberly,  covering  the  8E.  J  of  the 
SW.  i  and  SW.  J  of  the  SB.  J,  Sec.  13,  T.  10  N.,  R.  18  W.,  Helena  land 
district,  Montana. 
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This  land  is  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  upon  the  map  of 
general  roate  of  the  main  line  of  said  road,  filed  February  21, 1872,  and, 
as  shown  by  the  map  of  definite  location  filed  July  3, 1882,  it  fell  within 
the  primary  or  granted  limits. 

Prior  to  the  receipt  of  the  order  of  withdrawal  upon  the  map  of  gen- 
eral route  at  the  local  office,  to  wit,  on  May  3, 1872,  Lucy  A.  Coberly 
made  homestead  entry  of  this  land,  which  entry  was  canceled  by  your 
office  September  11, 1879,  for  failure  to  submit  final  proof  within  the 
l)eriod  required  by  law. 

On  July  24, 1883,  however,  she  was  permitted  to  make  purchase  of 
this  land  under  the  provisions  of  Sec.  2  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880 
(21  Stat.,  237). 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  April  21, 1876  (19  Stat.,  35),  provides: 

That  all  pre-emption  and  homestead  entries,  or  entries  in  compliance  with  any  law 
of  the  United  States,  of  the  public  lands,  made  in  good  faith,  by  actual  settlers,  upon 
tracts  of  land  of  not  more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  each,  within  the  limits 
of  any  land-grant,  prior  to  the  time  when  notice  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  lands 
embraced  in  such  grant  was  received  at  the  local  land-office  of  the  district  in  which 
sneh  lands  are  situated,  or  after  their  restoration  to  market  by  order  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  and  where  the  pre-emption  and  homestead  laws  have  been  complied 
with,  and  proper  proofs  thereof  have  been  made  by  the  parties  holding  such  tracts 
or  parcels,  they  shall  be  confirmed,  and  patents  for  the  same  shall  issue  to  the  parties 
entitled  thereto. 

It  is  clear  that  the  facts  relative  to  the  entry  under  consideration 
meet  the  conditions  necessary  to  confirmation  under  said  section,  pro- 
vided the  entryman  has  shown  compliance  with  law.  While  it  is 
true  that  her  entry  was  canceled  in  1879,  for  failure  to  submit  proof 
within  the  statutory  period,  j^et  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  upon 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  she  might  have  been  permitted 
to  have  purchased  the  entry  under  the  provision  of  section  two  of  said 
act,  which  is  as  follows : 

That  persons  who  have  heretofore  under  any  of  the  homestead  laws  entered  lands 
properly  subject  to  such  entry,  or  persons  to  whom  the  right  of  those  having  so 
entered  for  homesteads,  may  have  been  attempted  to  be  transferred  by  bona  fide 
instrument  in  wntmg,  may  entitle  themselves  to  lands  by  paying  the  government 
price  therefor,  and  in  no  case  less  than  one  dollar  and  twenty- tive  cents  per  acre, 
and  the  amount  heretofore  paid  the  government  upon  said  lands  shall  be  taken  as 
part  payment  of  said  price:  l*rovided,  This  shall  in  no  wise  interfere  with  the  rights 
or  claims  of  others  who  may  have  subsequently  entered  such  lands  under  the  home- 
stead laws. 

Prior  to  her  application  to  purchase  in  1883,  to  wit,  in  July,  1882, 
the  company  filed  its  map  of  definite  location  opposite  this  land.  The 
only  question  therefore  for  consideration  is  as  to  whether  the  right  of 
porchase  existing  in  claimant,  not  having  been  asserted  prior  to  the 
definite  location  of  the  road,  was  thereby  defeated. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  right  of  purchase  is  granted  conditioned 
only  that  this  "  shall  in  no  wise  interfere  with  the  rights  or  claims  of 
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others  who  may  have  subsequently  entered  such  lands  under  the  home- 
stead laws." 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  completing  entry  under  this  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  is  a  due  compliance  with  law  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  April  21, 1876,  supra^  and  as  the  only  exception  to  the 
right  of  purchase  granted  by  said  section  two  of  the  act  of  June  13, 
1880,  is  in  favor  of  those  subsequently  entering  the  land  under  the 
homestead  laws,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  fact  that  the  right 
of  purchase  granted  by  said  section  was  not  asserted  until  after  the 
definite  location  of  the  road,  can  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  com 
pany;  in  other  words,  that  the  company  can  not  claim  the  benefit  of 
the  exception  intended  to  be  granted  by  the  statute  only  in  favor  of 
subsequent  homestead  settlers. 

I  must,  therefore,  hold  that  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  purchase 
under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  is  a  compliance  with  the  law  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  April  21,  1876,  and  that  the  entry  in  question 
was  confirmed  thereby  and  that  patent  should  be  issued  under  the  act 
of  1876  in  favor  of  claimant  as  therein  directed. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 


HOMEST£AJD  CONTEST-FORCIBLE  ENTRY— SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

TusTiN  V.  Adams. 

No  settlement  right  ia  acqaired  by  forcible  entry  upon  land  legally  occapied  by 

another  claimant. 
The  right  of  entry  will  not  be  accorded  to  a  homestead  applicant  who,  with  fuU 

notice  of  the  prior  eqaities  of  an  adverse  claimant,  fraudulently  seeks  to  secure 

title  through  legal  technicalities. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

6,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

The  tract  here  involved,  viz :  the  X W.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  13  N.,  R.  19  E., 
North  Yakima,  Washington,  land  district,  is  within  the  primary  limits 
of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  branch  line, 
the  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  which  became  effective  July  11, 187t>. 
Map  of  definite  location  was  filed  May  24,  1884. 

On  November  11, 1876,  one  Sampson  Chambers  filed  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  for  said  tract,  but,  as  appears  from  his  own  affi- 
davit submitted  with  this  C/Ontest,  never  resided  upon  or  improved  it 
during  the  existence  of  his  filing. 

In  1880,  J.  M.  Adams,  who  was  at  that  time  receiver  of  the  land  ofl'ce 
at  North  Yakima,  took  possession  of  the  tract,  and  began  fencing,  irri- 
gating, and  otherwise  improving  it.  Supposing,  under  the  rulings  of 
the  Department  at  that  time,  that  it  was  railroad  land,  he  filed  with  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  his  application  to  purchase  said 
tract  when  the  company  should  have  acquired  title  thereto,  and  on 
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Juue  22, 1881,  he  received  from  the  general  land  agent  of  said  company 
a  card  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  his  application. 

In  the  spring  of  1884,  Joshua  L.  Tustin  built  a  small  house  on  one 
corner  of  the  tract,  and  on  March  21, 1884,  he  filed  his  homestead  appli- 
cation for  the  laud.    This  application  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that: 

It  does  not  appear  or  is  not  shown  that  the  tract  was  occupied  bona  fide  at  the 
date  of  withdrawal  of  June  11,  1879,  for  the  benefit  of  the  branch  line  of  the  North- 
ern Pacific  Railroad. 

Tustin  appealed,  and  a  hearing  was  ordered  by  your  office  to  deter- 
miue  the  status  of  the  tract.  At  this  hearing,  which  was  held  on  May 
7, 1884,  Adams  was  allowed  to  intervene.  The  record  of  the  evidence 
sabmitted  at  said  hearing  remained  in  the  local  office  unacted  upon 
until  September  20, 1888,  when  it  was  sent  up  with  the  report  that  the 
case  had  been  dismissed  at  the  request  of  all  parties,  Tustin  having 
filed  a  dismissal  of  his  contest  on  September  7,  1888. 

July  30, 1889,  Adams,  who  had  become  register  of  the  land  office  at 
Spokane,  Washington,  filed  his  timber  culture  application  for  said 
tract.  This  application  was  withdrawn  by  his  attorney  on  September 
21, 1889,  and  on  the  same  day  the  tract  was  listed  by  the  !N"orthern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

December  13, 1889,  Mrs.  Francis  M.  Tustin  applied  to  enter  this  tract 
as  a  homestead,  alleging  in  an  affidavit  filed  with  her  application  that 
sbe  was  the  wife  of  Joshua  L.  Tustin,  and  that  she  had  been  deserted 
by  him  on  December  6, 1889.  Said  application  was  rejected  on  account 
of  the  railroad  selection,  and  Mrs.  Tustin  appealed. 

February  19, 1890,  Adams  applied  to  have  his  timber  culture  appli- 
cation reinstated,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  withdrawn  without 
his  authority.    This  being  denied,  he  appealed. 

March  31, 1890,  your  office  held  the  selection  of  the  railroad  company 
for  cancellation,  and  rejected  Adams's  timber  culture  application,  for 
the  reason  that  he  was  a  public  laud  officer  at  the  time  said  application 
was  filed.    Mrs.  Tustin's  application  was  not  passed  upon. 

The  railroad  company  appealed.  Adams  did  not  appeal,  but  on 
April  18, 1890,  he  applied  to  enter  this  tract  under  the  homestead  law 
(his  term  as  register  of  the  Spokane  land  office  having  expired  March  4, 
1390),  and  filed  a  number  of  affidavits  in  support  of  his  claim.  This 
application  and  the  accompanying  affidavits  were  transmitted  for  con- 
sideration with  the  pending  appeal  of  the  company. 

About  December  1, 1890,  Adams  died,  and  on  December  23d,  follow- 
ing, his  widow,  Mrs.  Phoebe  D.  Adams,  applied  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  the  tract  in  question.  Said  application  was  rejected  on  account 
of  the  pendency  of  the  railroad  company's  appeal  and  the  prior  applica- 
tion of  Mrs.  Tustin,  and  from  this  action  Mrs.  Adams  appealed.  She 
also  filed  motion  for  leave  to  intervene  in  the  contest  between  Mrs. 
Tustin  and  the  railroad  company,  and  this  motion,  together  with  all 
other  papers  filed  by  her,  was  forwarded  to  the  Department. 
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Janaary  21, 1892,  the  Department  affirmed  your  office  decision  in  so 
far  as  it  held  the  raikoad  company's  selection  for  cancellation,  and 
returned  the  respective  appeals  of  Mrs.  Tustin  and  Mrs.  Adams  to  be 
considered  by  your  office. 

By  letter  of  April  19,  1892,  your  office  held  that  both  in  law  and 
equity  Mrs.  Adams  had  the  better  claim  to  the  tract,  and  awarded  the 
right  of  entry  to  her. 

Mrs.  Tustin  appealed,  and  on  July  7, 1893,  a  hearing  was  ordered  by 
the  Department  to  determine  more  clearly  the  respective  rights  of  the 
parties. 

In  accordance  with  said  instructious  a  hearing  was  had  before  the 
register  and  receiver  at  North  Yakima,  beginning  June  25, 1894. 

September  19, 1894,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision  in  favor 
of  Mrs.  Adams,  and  on  appeal  by  Mrs.  Tustin  your  office,  by  letter  of 
April  26,  1895,  affirmed  their  action. 

Mrs.  Tustin's  further  appeal  brings  the  case  again  before  the  Depart- 
ment. 

The  evidence  shows  that  from  tlie  time  J.  M.  Adams  took  possession 
of  this  tract  in  1880  up  to  the  date  of  his  death  he  was  constantly 
improving  it;  that  he  brought  water  several  miles  to  irrigate  it;  that  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  practically  the  whole  tract  was  irrigated  and 
under  cultivation;  and  that  he  had  thereon  a  good  dwelling  house  and 
several  outhouses.  Since  his  death  his  wife  and  children  have  con- 
tinued to  reside  on  the  land. 

In  1888,  Adams,  in  order  to  settle  the  dispute  between  himself  and 
Joshua  L.  Tustin,  paid  Tustin  $540  to  relinquish  his  contest,  abandon 
all  claim  he  might  have  to  the  tract,  and  change  his  residence.  There 
is  a  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  whether  Mrs.  Tustin  was  cognizant  of 
this  agreement  (though  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  shows  that 
she  was),  but  that  question  is  immaterial,  as  during  the  time  that  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Tustin  lived  together  in  the  marriage  relation  he  alone  had 
the  right  to  make  homestead  entry,  and  consequently  his  acts  in  regard 
to  this  land  bound  her.  About  the  last  of  May  or  first  of  June,  1889, 
Tustin  and  his  wife  moved  to  the  Big  Bend  country,  one  hundred  and 
fifty  miles  distant,  where  Tustin  filed  preemption  declaratory  statement 
for  a  certain  tract  in  Douglas  county,  Washington.  They  camped  on 
this  pre-emption  tract  in  the  Big  Bend  country  for  two  days,  and  then 
went  to  the  home  of  Mrs.  Tustin's  mother,  adjoining  the  land  in  con> 
troversy,  where  they  remained  three  weeks.  At  the  expiration  of  that 
time,  they  again  took  up  their  residence  in  the  house  they  had  formerly 
occupied  on  the  tract  in  dispute,  the  same  house  that  Tustin  had  sold 
to  Adams  only  a  short  time  before.  The  testimony  is  conflicting  as  to 
whether  or  not  they  made  a  forcible  entry  on  the  land  at  this  time.  A 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  shows,  however,  that  at  the  time  the 
Tustins  made  their  original  settlement  in  1884,  Adams  had  all  the  tract 
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enclosed  with  a  wire  fence,  except  oue  corner  down  under  a  hill ;  that 
Tnstin  built  his  house  on  that  unenclosed  corner ;  that  afterwards  Adams 
extended  his  fence  entirely  around  the  tract  and  Tustin  made  an  open- 
ing therein  for  entrance  and  exit;  that  after  Tustin  and  his  wife  left  in 
the  spring  of  1889  Adams  had  the  opening  closed;  and  that  when  the 
Tustius  returned  to  the  land  they  broke  the  fence  to  get  in.  December 
0, 1889,  Joshua  L.  Tustin  left,  and  three  days  later  Mrs.  Tustin  made 
out  her  homestead  application  as  a  deserted  wife,  filing  the  same  on 
December  13, 1889.  A  decree  of  divorce  was  granted  Mrs.  Tustin  on 
July  13, 1891. 

Xo  improvements  have  been  placed  on  the  land  by  Mrs.  Tustin  since 
her  return  from  the  Big  Bend  country.  In  the  fall  of  1890  she  attempted 
to  have  some  plowing  done,  but  was  restrained  by  injunction. 

It  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Tustin  that  as  J.  M.  Adams  was  a 
public  land  officer  almost  continuously  from  July  8, 1880,  to  March  4, 
1890,  his  occupation  of  this  tract  was  illegal,  and  therefore  no  bar  to 
the  settlement  of  the  Tustins. 

In  the  circular  of  November  7,  1879,  relative  to  the  adjustment  of 
railroad  grants,  the  following  language  was  used : 

A  pre^emptioD  claim  which  may  have  existed  to  a  tract  of  land  at  the  time  of  the 
attachment  of  a  railroad  grant,  if  snbsequently  abandoned  and  not  consummated, 
even  thongh  in  all  respects  legal  and  bona  fide,  will  not  operate  to  defeat  the  grant, 
it  being  held  that  upon  the  failure  of  snch  claim  the  land  covered  thereby  innres  to 
the  grant  as  of  the  date  when  sach  grant  becomes  effective. 

Again,  in  the  case  of  Freeman  r.  Texas  &  Pacific  Bailway  Company, 
2  L.  D.,  550,  it  was  held  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  a  party 
applying  to  make  a  pre-emption  filing  for  land  within  the  limits  of  a 
withdrawal  for  a  railroad  grant  covered  by  pre-emption  filings  at  the 
date  of  the  grant  and  of  the  withdrawal  to  show  affirmatively  that  at 
said  dates  a  valid  subsisting  adverse  right  had  attached  to  the  premsies. 

This  was  the  ruling  of  the  Department  down  to  the  date  of  the  deci- 
siou  in  the  case  of  Maloue  r.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  7  L.  D., 
13,  when  it  was  held  that  the  existence  of  a  prima  facie  valid  pre- 
emption filing,  at  the  date  when  the  right  of  the  road  attached,  excepts 
the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

Adams  took  possession  of  the  tract  under  the  old  ruling  of  the 
Department,  and  applied  to  purchase  from  the  railroad  company.  At 
the  time  the  decision  in  the  Malone  case  was  rendered  he  had  already 
Biient  a  considerable  sum  in  improving  the  land.  When  it  became 
apparent  under  the  changed  ruling  of  the  Department  that  this  tract 
would  be  held  to  be  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  !N^orthern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company,  Adams  filed  his  timber  culture  application  for  the 
laud.  He  was  at  that  time  register  of  the  Spokane  land  office,  and 
imder  the  existing  rulings  of  the  Department  a  register  might  make 
timber  culture  entry  in  a  district  other  than  the  one  in  which  he  was 
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located.    The  instructions  of  August  28, 1883  (2  L.  D.,  313),  to  the 
register  and  receiver  at  Fargo,  North  Dakota,  read  as  follows: 

I  am  iu  receipt  of  the  receiver's  letter  of  July  7, 1883,  in  which  the  following  qnes- 
tion  is  submitted  to  this  office : 

''Is  it  admissible  for  a  register  or  receiver  or  special  agent  or  clerk  to  make  a 
timber  culture  entry  in  a  district  other  than  the  one  in  which  he  is  located?" 

I  reply  that  I  think  such  entry,  excepting  as  to  special  agents,  is  admissible. 

This  circular  was  quoted  and  approved  in  the  Lock  Lode  case,  6 
L.  D.,  105. 

The  ruling  thus  made  remained  in  force  until  February  3, 1890,  when 
it  was  lield  in  the  case  of  Herbert  McMicken  et  al.,  10  L.  D.,  97,  that 
the  disqualification  to  enter  public  lands  contained  in  section  452  of 
the  Kevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  extends  to  oflBcers,  clerks, 
and  employees  in  any  of  the  branches  of  the  public  service  under  the 
control  and  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  relating  to  the  survey  and  sale  of 
the  public  lands. 

March  31,  1890,  your  office  rejected  Adamses  timber  culture  applica- 
tion under  the  McMicken  case,  and  on  April  18,  1890,  he  filed  home- 
stead application  for  the  land,  his  term  as  register  of  the  Spokane 
land  office  having  expired  March  4, 1890. 

In  the  case  of  Mary  E.  Leonard,  9  L.  D.,  189,  it  was  said: 

In  its  practical  administration,  the  law  must  be  held  to  be  what  for  the  time 
being  it  is  construed  to  be  by  the  tribunals  lawfuUy  constituted  for  that  porpose. 

All  that  can  be  required  of  the  citizen  by  any  just  government  is, 

that  he  conform  to  the  law  as  at  the  time  expounded  by  its  courts  or  other  tribunals 
invested  by  it  with  such  authority. 

See  also  Ohio  Life  and  Trust  Company  v.  Debolt,  16  How.,  432;  and 
Gelpcke  v.  City  of  Dubuque,  1  Wall.,  206. 

It  follows  then  that  Adams's  occupancy  of  this  tract  was  a  legal 
occupancy,  and  that  the  Tustins  gained  no  settlement  rights  by  their 
forcible  entry  on  the  land  in  1889  (their  settlement  of  1884  having  been 
abandoned  when  they  moved  to  the  Big  Bend  country).  Atherton  r. 
Fowler,  96  U.  S.,  513.  Mrs.  Tustin's  claim  must  accordingly  rest  entirely 
on  her  homestead  application. 

The  claim  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  this  tract 
was  not  finally  disposed  of  until  January  21, 1892,  and  at  that  time 
the  homestead  applications  of  both  Mrs.  Tustin  and  Mrs.  Adams  were 
pending,  Mrs.  Tustin's  being  the  prior  one.  Other  things  being  e<)ual, 
priority  of  date  would  give  priority  of  right,  but  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances may  be  properly  considered  in  the  effort  to  arrive  at  a  just 
conclusion. 

The  history  of  this  case  shows  a  struggle  for  years  on  the  part  of 
Joshua  L.  Tustin  and  his  wife  to  get  possession  through  legal  techni- 
calities of  a  tract  which  has  been  irrigated  and  improved  by  the  labor 
and  money  of  another.  It  is  not  a  contest  between  two  innocent  set- 
tlers who  have  accidentally  gotten  upon  the  same  quarter  section,  but 
a  deliberate  attempt  by  one  party  to  profit  at  the  expense  of  the  other. 
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It  is  a  funfiaineiital  principle  that  good  faith  must  characterize  every 
attempt  to  acquire  title  to  public  lands  of  the  United  States.  The 
Department  will  not  willingly  lend  itself  to  the  furtherance  of  fraudu- 
lent designs.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Caldwell  t?.  Garden,  4  L.  D.,  306,  it 
was  held  that  as  the  settlement,  residence,  and  cultivation  of  the  home- 
steader were  made  with  due  notice  of  the  bona  tide  claim  and  occupancy 
of  another,  no  rights  were  acquired  thereby,  and  the  entry  was  ordered 
to  be  canceled.    See  also  Turner  v.  Bumgardner,  5  L.  D.,  377. 

All  the  equities  in  the  present  case  are  with  Mrs.  Adams.  Your 
office  decision  awarding  to  her  the  right  to  perfect  entry  and  rejecting 
Mrs.  Tustin's  application  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


WAGON  ROAD  GUANT— LLSTEI>  LANDS-TERMINAL  LIMITS. 

Duncan  et  al.  r.  The  Dalles  Military  Wagon  Road  Company. 

An  incomplete  list  of  lands  claimed  by  a  wagon  road  company ,  and  filed  by  it  for  the 
information  of  the  local  officers,  who  at  each  time  were  not  in  possession  of  a 
diagram  showing  the  limits  of  the  grant,  is  not  a  waiver  of  the  company's  right 
to  lands  omitted  therefrom,  as  a  list  filed  for  such  purpose  is  not  a  requirement 
of  the  grant. 

The  terminal  limits  of  a  grant  are  ascertained  by  drawing  a  line  through  the  termi- 
nus of  the  road  at  right  angles  to  the  general  direction  of  the  last  section  of  the 
road. 

fkcretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

7,  1896.  (J.  A.) 

On  August  4, 1894,  your  office  held  for  cancellation  certain  entries  in 
T.  !iO  8.,  R.  47  E.,  W.  M.,  Burns,  Oregon,  land  district,  for  the  reason 
that  they  were  improperly  allowed,  as  the  tracts  covered  by  them  are 
within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  February  25, 1867  (14  Stat., 
409)  for  The  Dalles  Military  Wagon  Boad  Company,  and  were  with- 
drawn December  14, 1871.  The  action  of  your  office  was  taken  on  said 
company's  application  forwarded  by  the  local  officers  May  15, 1894,  to 
list  lots  Nos.  1,  2,  3  and  4  of  section  5,  and  all  of  sections  7  and  19,  of 
^aid  township  and  range. 

By  letter  ol  February  8, 1895,  your  office  forwarded  the  appeals  of 
•lames  M.  Duncan,  William  T.  Jones,  and  Frank  M.  Vines  from  said 
<ic({isiou,  and  on  March  5, 1895,  your  office  forwarded  an  argument  filed 
iii  behalf  of  the  appellant  Jones. 

The  following  entries  made  by  appellants  are  involved  in  this  case: 
Homestead  entry  made  by  James  M.  Duncan  January  15, 1893,  for  the 
W.  .J  NE.  J,  SE.  i  NB.  i  and  lot  1  of  section  7;  Homestead  entry  made 
hy  William  T.Jones  December  30, 1893,  for  the  NW.  ^  of  section  7,  and 
desert  land  entry  made  by  him  January  15, 1894,  for  the  NW.  J  SW.  ^ 
and  lot  5  of  section  7;  and  desert  land  entry  made  by  Frank  M.  Vines 
January  16, 1894,  for  lots  2,  3  and  4,  of  section  7,  T.  20  S.,  R.  47  E. 
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The  appellants  contend : 

1.  That  the  company  has  waived  its  right  to  the  land  because  on  July 
29, 1890,  it  filed  for  the  guidance  of  the  local  officers  a  list  of  lands 
claimed  by  it,  in  which  list  no  lands  east  of  range  45  were  designated. 

2.  That  a  part  of  the  tracts  involved  in  this  case  are  east  of  the  east- 
ern terminus  of  the  company's  road  and  therefore  do  not  fall  within 
the  limits  of  the  grant. 

The  company  filed  a  list  of  lands  claimed  by  it,  in  the  local  office  on 
July  29, 1890,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  information  to  the  local  officers, 
who,  at  that  time,  had  no  copy  of  the  diagram  showing  the  limits  of 
the  grant.  This  list  was  incomplete,  but  the  company  was  not  required 
to  file  the  same,  and  waived  no  rights  by  its  action. 

The  plat  of  survey  in  your  office  of  T.  20,  R.  47  E.,  shows  that  the 
terminus  of  the  road  is  at  the  ferry  landing  on  the  west  bank  of  the 
Snake  River  in  the  N  W.  J  NE.  J  of  Sec.  19.  The  tracts  in  question  fall 
west  of  a  line  drawn  through  that  point  at  right  angles  to  the  general 
direction  of  the  last  ten  miles  (the  length  of  a  section  under  the  com- 
pany's grant)  of  the  road,  and  are  therefore  within  the  limits  of  the 
grant.  See  Daily  v.  Marquette,  Houghton  and  Ontonagon  R.  B.  Co. 
et  al,^  19  L.  D.,  148.    The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 

With  his  argument  Jones  filed  an  affidavit  alleging  that  the  E.  ^ 
NW.  J  and  S W.  J  NW.  J  of  section  7,  included  in  his  homestead  entry, 
and  lot  5  of  section  7,  included  in  his  desert  land  entry,  were  settled 
upon  and  occupied  by  bona  fide  qualified  settlers  intending  to  acquire 
title  to  the  same  from  the  government,  from  1867  to  1883,  and  were 
excepted  from  the  grant  of  the  company.  He  therefore  prays  that  in 
the  event  of  an  adverse  decision  on  his  appeal  a  hearing  be  ordered  to 
allow  him  to  prove  his  allegations. 

This  affidavit  is  herewith  returned,  for  proper  action  by  your  office. 


PllACTICE— APPEAL— ATTORNEY. 

Samuel  H.  Baxter. 

An  appeal,  taken  by  an  attorney  not  authorized  to  practice  in  the  Land  Department, 
will  not  be  entertained. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Gommisisioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

7, 1896.  (R.  F.  H.) 

December  22, 1894, 1.  H.  Lookabaugh,  Hobbs  &  Kane  as  attorneys 
for  Samuel  H.  Baxter,  filed  an  appeal  from  your  ofiSce  decision  of  Octo- 
ber 10,  1894,  denying  his  application  to  amend  his  homestead  entry 
No.  11628,  made  January  12, 1894,  for  the  N.  ^  of  SB.  J,  8  W.  SB.  J  and 
SB.  i  of  SW.  J,  Sec.  29,  T.  16  K,  R.  10  W.,  to  embrace  in  lieu  thereof 
the  NB.  J  of  Sec.  5,  T.  15  ST.,  of  R.  13  W.,  Kingfisher  land  district, 
Oklahoma. 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  your  office  that  said  attorneys  are  not 
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anthorized  to  practice  in  the  Land  Department,  and  the  files  of  the 
case  show  that  said  attorneys  and  claimant  were  duly  notified  thereof 
by  registered  letters,  which  were  received  by  both  attorneys  andclient^ 
October  10, 1894,  and  February  5, 1895,  respectively,  since  which  time 
no  action  in  the  case  has  been  taken  on  the  part  of  either. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  facts,  the  appeal  was  irregnlar  and  unan- 
thorized,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  dismissed. 


RALLROAI>   GRANT— rNl>EMNITY  SEI-ECTION. 
BOUTH  AKD  NOBTH    ALABAMA   B.  B.   GO.  V.  HALL. 

« 

The  statiu  of  indemnity  lands  at  the  date  of  selection,  not  definite  location  of  th6 
road,  determines  the  right  of  the  company  thereto. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissianer  of  the  GeneraJ  Land  Office^  March^ 

(J.  I.  H.)  7,  1896.  (J.  L.) 

This  case  involves  the  E.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  section  19,  T.  20  N.,  R.  15 
£.,  Montgomery  land  district,  Alabama. 

On  November  6, 1889,  Bobert  G.  Hall  made  homestead  entry  No,  23,180 
of  said  tract.  On  December  6, 1881,  the  South  and  North  Alabama  Rail- 
road Company  per  list  No.  1,  made  indemnity  selection  of  said  tract; 
claiming  under  the  grant  to  the  State  of  Alabama  made  by  the  act  of 
June  3,  1856  (11  Stat.,  17),  and  renewed  for  the  benefit  of  the  South  and 
^^orth  Alabama  Railroad  Company  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1871  (16 
Stat.,  580).  The  line  of  said  company's  railroad  opposite  said  tract 
was  definitely  fixed  on  June  26, 1871,  by  the  filing  of  the  map  of  defi- 
nite location ;  and  the  land  in  question  was  within  the  fifteen  mile  indem- 
nity limits  ascertained  by  said  map.  At  that  time  said  tract  was  cov- 
ered by  one  William  D.  Morgan's  homestead  entry  No.  1854  made 
September  16, 1869.  Said  entry  remained  of  record  until  February  27^ 
1879,  when  it  was  canceled  on  account  of  failure  to  make  final  proof. 

On  January  22,  1895,  your  office  upon  the  foregoing  facts,, decided 
that  said  land  did  not  pass  under  the  grant,  and  held  for  cancellation 
the  company's  selection  of  said  tract. 

The  company  has  appealed  to  this  Department. 

Your  office  erred  in  not  distinguishing  the  difference  between  lands 
within  primary  limits,  title  to  which  vests  on  the  filing  of  the  map  of 
definite  location  under  the  grant  and  as  of  the  date  thereof,  and  land^ 
within  indemnity  limits,  title  to  which  can  be  claimed  only  by  selec- 
tion, and  acquired  only  by  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior^ 
The  tract  in  question  was  part  of  the  public  domain  open  to  settlement 
and  entry  on  December  6, 1881,  when  the  company  selected  it  by  list 
^0. 1.  The  filing  of  said  selection  segregated  the  tract,  and  Hall's 
homestead  entry  thereof  on  November  6, 1889,  was  erroneously  allowed^ 

Your  office  decision  is  hereby  reversed.    The  company's  selection 
will  be  approved.    And  Hall-s  entry  will  be  canceled. 
10332— VOL  22 ^18 
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MISISO  CLAIM— AD%rEB8B  CLiAIM-JTrDICIAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

Scott  v.  Malonet. 

^he  obligation  of  an  advene  claimant  to  begin  Judicial  proceedings  within  the  stata- 
toiy  period  is  not  suspended  by  favorable  action  taken  on  a  motion  to  diBmiae  the 
adverse  claim,  and  appeal  therefrom. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  CommiMioner  of  tfie  General  Land  Office^  March 

7 J 1896.  (E.  B.) 

Against  the  application  of  Bichard  M.  Maloney  for  patent  for  the 
American  Express  No.  2,  American  Express  No.  1,  No  Mistake  and 
Pidcock  lode  claims  then  pending  before  the  register  and  receiver  at 
Bapid  City,  South  Dakota,  Joseph  Scott,  as  administrator  of  the  estate 
of  Thomas  H.  Breen,  filed  an  adverse  claim  July  19, 1894,  the  la«t  day 
of  publication,  alleging  a  conflict  between  the  Dunlap  and  Emma  S. 
lode  claims,  and  the  said  American  Express  claims  Nos.l  and  2.  Upon 
motion  of  Maloney  the  adverse  claim  was  dismissed  by  the  local 
officers  August  11,  1894. 

An  application  by  said  Maloney  to  purchase  was  denied  by  the  local 
officers  August  24,  1894,  on  the  ground  that  the  time  allowed  for 
appeal  from  the  decision  dismissing  the  adverse  claim  had  not  yet 
oxpired.  On  the  date  last  mentioned  the  certificate  by  tBe  clerk  of  the 
«tate  court  having  jurisdiction  in  the  premises,  and  fivedi^s  thereafter 
the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  proper  United  States  circuit  court, 
were  filed  as  required  by  paragraph  92  of  mining  regulations,  showing 
that  up  to  August  20, 1894,  the  necessary  suit  had  not  been  begun  by 
the  adverse  claimant. 

From  the  decision  dismissing  the  adverse  claim,  and  the  dedusiou 
denying  the  application  to  purchase  the  respective  parties  duly 
appealed  to  your  office.  On  December  4, 1894,  your  office  affirmed  the 
action  of  the  local  office  as  to  the  refusal  to  allow  purchase  by  Maloney, 
held  the  adverse  claim  sufficient  and  overruled  the  action  dismissing 
it,  and  further  decided 

that  the  contestee  having  filed  a  motion  in  your  (local)  office  to  dismiM  the 
advene  claim  before  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  allowed  for  commencing  a 
anit  thereon,  the  adverse  claimant  was  not  boond  to  commence  his  action  in  coart 
pending;  proceedings  in  the  Land  Department  upon  said  motion ;  but  in  cmae  this 
decision  becomes  final  the  adverse  claimant  will  be  allowed  twenty  days  from  notice 
of  such  official  decision  within  which  to  commence  snit,  and  in  case  of  defanlt  the 
adverse  claim  will  be  held  to  have  been  waived. 

From  this  decision  said  Maloney  appeals  contending  that  the  failure 
of  the  adverse  claimant  to  commence  the  suit  required  by  section  2326 
Revised  Statutes  within  thirty  days  after  filing  his  adverse  claim  was 
a  waiver  of  such  claim,  and  that  your  office  erred  in  sustaining  the 
•denial  to  allow  him  to  purchase  the  ground  claimed.  The  parties 
appear  to  have  had  due  notice  of  all  proceedings. 
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The  statutory  proceedings  relative  to  an  adverse  claim  against  an 
application  for  patent  to  mineral  lands  are  contained  in  section  2326 
Revised  Statutes  as  amended  by  the  act  of  April  26, 1882  (22  Stat.  49). 
So  much  of  these  provisions  as  are  pertinent  to  this  case  are  as  follows : 

Where  an  adverae  claim  is  filed  during  the  period  of  pablication,  it  shaU  be  upon 
oath  of  the  person  or  persons  making  the  same,  and  shall  show  the  natnre,  bonn- 
darieSy  and  eactent  of  snch  adverse  claim,  and  all  proceedings,  except  the  publication 
of  notice  and  making  and  filing  of  the*  affidavit  thereof,  shall  be  stayed  until  the 
controversy  shall  have  been  settled  or  decided  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
or  the  adverse  claim  waived.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  adverse  claimant,  within 
thirty  days  after  filing  his  claim,  to  commence  proceedings  in  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  to  determine  the  question  of  the  right  of  possession,  and  prosecute  the 
same  with  reasonable  diligence  to  final  judgment;  and  a  failure  so  to  do  shall  be  a 
waiver  of  his  adverse  claim. 

The  appeal  raises  the  only  questions  necessary  to  be  considered  by 
me,  or  which  should  have  been  considered  by  your  office,  in  view  of 
the  law  and  the  facts  in  this  case.  The  time  within  which  suit  could 
be  commenced  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  determine  the 
question  of  right  of  possession,  so  as  to  stay  proceedings  for  patent  in 
this  case,  expired  August  18, 1894.  Delay  by  the  adverse  claimant 
beyond  this  date,  which  marked  the  close  of  the  thirty  days  allowed 
blm  by  the  statute,  was  at  his  peril.  The  dismissal  of  his  adverse 
claim  for  any  cause  by  the  local  officers  could  not  excuse  such  delay. 

Had  he  commenced  suit  in  a  competent  court  within  the  statutory 
period,  and  continued  to  prosecute  it,  the  same  would  have  operated  to 
stay  proceedings,  at  all  events,  until  the  sufficiency  of  his  adverse  claim 
had  been  iinally  determined.  (Samuel  McMaster,  2  L.  D.,  706,  and  Eeed 
V.  Hoyt,  1  Id.,  603).  Under  these  circumstances,  or  in  the  event  of  a 
judgment  by  the  court  in  his  favor,  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of 
the  adverse  claim  after  August  18, 1894,  might  have  been  a  material 
issue  between  the  parties.  Having  failed  to  commence  suit,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  the  adverse  claim,  as  such, 
after  that  date  was  unimportant.  Such  failure,  the  law  expressly 
declares,  ^^  shall  be  a  waiver  of  the  adverse  claim."  The  decision  of 
your  office  upon  the  points  raised  by  the  appeal  is  accordingly  reversed, 
and  you  will  duly  instruct  the  local  officers  in  the  premises. 
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SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS-APPMCATION  TO  ENTER  RES£BVEI>  I^ANII. 

OEOWLBY  1?.  ElTCHEE  BT  AL. 

No  rights  are  acquired  by  Bettlement  on  lands  during  the  pendency  of  a  departmental 
order  expressly  prohibiting  such  ocoupation. 

An  application  to  make  entry  of  public  land  can  not  be  allowed  if  based  npon  pre- 
liminary papers  ezecnted  prior  to  the  time  when  said  land  is  legally  subject  to 
such  appropriation. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March  7, 
(J.  I.  H.)  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

Daniel  G.  Crowley  filed  in  person  at  two  minutes  past  9  a.  m.,  S'ovem- 
ber  3, 1891,  his  application  to  enter  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  9,  T.  48  N.,  R.  7 
W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin,  alleging  settlement  thereon. 

Margaret  Ritchie,  Ghas.  G.  White,  John  Provost  and  John  J.  McCoy 
sent  by  mail  applications  to  enter,  Margaret  Ritchie's  application  being 
for  all  of  said  quarter;  Provost's  for  the  north  half;  White's  for  south- 
west quarter  of  north-west  quarter  and  McGoy's  for  south-east  quarter 
of  said  north-west  quarter. 

All  of  these  applications  by  mail  were  received  at  the  land  office  prior 
to  9  o'clock  a.  m.,  on  ^November  2, 1891,  and  all  alleged  settlement  upon 
the  laud  applied  for  and  were  all  held  to  be  simultaneous  applications. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  by  the  local  officers  to  take  place  January  4, 
1892,  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  various  parties.  On  said  bearing 
the  applications  of  all  parties  for  said  NW.  ^  were  dismissed,  except 
that  of  Margaret  Ritchie,  which  was  allowed.  Growley,  Provost,  White 
and  McGoy  all  appealed. 

On  September  14, 1892,  your  office  considered  said  case  and  found 
in  favor  of  Margaret  Ritchie  and  against  all  other  parties. 

The  case  came  before  the  Department  on  appeal  from  your  said  office 
decision  and  on  May  21, 1894,  it  was  here  held  that  the  applications  of 
Ritchie,  McGoy  and  White  were  all  made  before  the  land  was  subject 
to  entry  and  could  not  be  allowed,  and  that  the  entry  of  Growley  be 
allowed.  Ritchie  moves  for  a  review  of  said  departmental  decision  and 
Provost  for  a  new  trial.  Provost's  motion  for  new  trial  is  based  on  an 
affidavit  filed  by  himself  disputing  the  correctness  of  the  facts  found 
on  the  hearing,  as  to  his  acts  of  settlement.  No  sufficient  ground  for  a 
rehearing  is  presented.  The  motion  for  review  apon  the  part  of  Ritchie 
rests  chiefly  upon  the  insistence  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  her 
application  to  enter,  forwarded  by  mail  and  dated  before  said  land  was 
opened  to  entry,  was  a  nullity. 

A  number  of  similar  motions  are  pending  which  rest  upon  like  grounds, 
and  it  becomes  necessary  to  consider  the  merits  of  this  objection.  It 
is  conceded  that  to  sustain  it  would  involve  the  necessity  for  the  rever- 
sal of  the  holding  in  Smith  v.  Malone  (18  L.  D.,  482),  which  grew  out 
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of  almost  an  exactly  similar  state  of  facts  and  was  governed  by  the 
same  law  and  special  orders  and  regulations  which  apply  in  this  case. 
In  both  instances  the  land  involved  was  at  the  same  time  and  for 
the  same  reason  held  in  reservation  and  at  the  same  time  and  under  the 
same  law  and  regulations  opened  to  entry  and  settlement,  and  is  in 
the  same  land  district.  It  seems,  that  such  attempts  were  made  to  found 
some  sort  of  prior  right  to  these  valuable  lands,  while  they  were  yet  in 
reservation;  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  deemed  it  necessary  to 
issue  specii^  orders  and  instructions  to  the  register  and  receiver,  to  be 
followed  in  the  disposition  of  these  lands.  These  orders  and  instruc- 
tions were  considered  at  some  length  in  the  case  of  Newell  v.  Hussey 
(16  L.  D.y  302.  See  also  letter  of  instructions  12  L.  D.,  259.)  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  they  were  such  orders  and  instructions  as  the  Secre- 
tary might  lawfully  issue;  that  they  prohibited  any  settlement  upon 
the  lands  prior  to  the  hour  of  opening  and  gave  notice  that  no  such 
settlements  would  be  recognized,  and  fixed  9  o'clock,  a.  m.,  November 
2, 1891,  as  the  time  when  said  lands  would  be  opened  to  entry  at  the 
land  office. 

Under  the  laws  applicable  to  the  entry  of  public  lands  generally,  and 
the  special  orders  oi>ening  these  particular  lands,  it  was  held  in  the  case 
quoted — 

That  no  righto  are  required  by  settlement  on  lands  dnriug  the  pendency-  of  a 
departmental  order  expressly  prohibiting  snch  occupation. 

An  application  to  make  entry  of  public  land  can  not  be  allowed  if  based  on  pre- 
liminary papers  executed  prior  to  the  time  when  said  land  is  lef^Uy  subject  to  such 
appropriation. 

In  reference  to  the  last  proposition,  the  case  is  singled  out  and  assailed 
with  such  earnestness  and  persistence  as  to  indicate  that  this  is  a  new 
doctrine  of  the  law  first  announced  in  this  decision.  It  is  not  a  new  doc- 
trine, and  to  take  the  movant  from  out  the  operation  of  the  rule 
aauoanced  would  not  only  require  the  reversal  of  this  but  a  long  line 
of  decisions  which  it  follows. 

In  the  case  of  Johnson  Barker  (1  L.  D.,  164),  it  is  held  that  an  affi- 
davit made  as  the  basis  of  an  entry,  while  the  land  is  under  appropria- 
tion can  not  be  received.  The  same  principle  is  affirmed  in  the  case  of 
Staab  V.  Smith  (3  L.  D.,  320)  and  F.  H.  Merrill  (10  L.  D.,  364). 

It  is  also  clearly  recognized  in  the  case  of  Maggie  Laird  (13  L.  D., 
502).  In  the  case  of  Holmes  v.  Hockett  (14  L.  D.,  127)  it  is  said:  "An 
entry  should  not  be  allowed  on  an  application  and  preliminary  affidavit 
executed  while  the  land  is  not  legally  liable  to  disposal.'^  In  the  case 
of  Mills  r.  Daly  (17  L.  D.,  345),  it  is  held  that  an  application  to  enter 
to  be  valid  must  be  made  at  a  time  when  the  land  is  free  tix)m  appro- 
priation and  legally  subject  to  entry. 

It  IS  apparent  that  to  get  rid  of  this  doctrine  would  involve  much 
more  than  the  reversal  of  a  single  case.  Counsel  cite  quite  a  number 
of  cases  as  conflicting  with  this  doctrine,  in  which  it  has  been  held 
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that  an  entry  improperly  permitted  for  land  not  subject  to  entry  may  be 
allowed  to  stand  when  the  land  is  restored,  before  its  cancellation.  In 
all  such  cases  it  will  be  foand  that  there  was  no  adverse  claim  to  be 
considered,  and  this  line  of  cases  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  main  pro- 
positions annonnced  in  the  case  of  Smith  v,  Malone,  which  is  bat  a 
reiteration  in  terse  and  forcefhl  terms  of  the  principle  long  recognized 
here. 

The  remaining  ground  for  review  is  that  in  this  case,  the  settlement 
lights  of  Mrs.  Bitchie  should  have  been  recognized  as  they  were  by 
the  local  officers  and  your  office,  as  superior  to  those  of  Crowley.  Her 
occupancy  of  the  land  prior  to  the  opening  on  November  2, 1891,  was 
violative  of  the  orders  and  instructions  of  the  Department,  and  indi- 
cated a  disposition  to  get  advantage  of  others  and  she  can  found  no 
claim  upon  it.  Such  occupancy  was  illegal.  It  is  as  much  as  snch 
occupant  can  expect  when  it  is  held  that  an  occupancy  thus  founded 
and  commenced  while  the  land  is  in  reservation  and  continued  afiber  it 
is  opened  to  settlement,  will  be  deemed  a  proi>er  predicate  for  settle- 
ment rights,  as  soon  as  additional  acts  of  settlement  are  performed, 
after  the  land  is  opened,  which  indicates  a  bona  fide  intention  to  occupy 
and  improve  it  as  a  home. 

In  this  case  Mrs.  Bitchie  commenced  improvements  after  the  opening 
on  November  16, 1895,  but  at  that  time  Crowley's  entry  was  of  record 
and  the  land  segregated.  Under  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record  the 
rights  of  Crowley  must,  therefore,  be  held  to  be  superior  to  those  of 
Mrs.  Bitchie. 

The  motion  for  review  is  refused. 


prb-emption  entry-second  filino. 
Allie  M.  Sanqster. 

A  pre-emption  entry  allowed  on  a  second  tiling  may  be  allowed  to  stand  where  it 
appears  to  have  been  made  in  good  faith,  believing  the  right  to  make  saoh  filing 
had  been  accorded  by  decision  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  March  7, 

1896.  (G.  B.  G.) 

On  June  6, 1884,  Mrs.  Allie  M.  Sangster  (then  Tilton)  filed  declara- 
tory statement  (pre-emption)  for  lands  not  necessary  to  describe  in  the 
Spokane  Falls,  Washington,  land  district. 

On  September  30, 1886,  this  filing  was  canceled  by  your  office  on 
report  of  a  special  agent  to  the  effect  that  no  improvements  whatever 
had  ever  been  made  upon  the  land,  and  that  residence  had  never  been 
established  thereon. 

No  appeal  was  taken  from  said  action  of  your  office,  and  its  decision 
became  final. 
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On  November  8, 1889,  Miss  Tilton  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  SW.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  the  SB.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  lots  4  and 
5  of  See.  6,  T.  26  N.,  B.  41  E.,  same  land  district.  Cash  entry  wa» 
made  for  this  tract  and  final  certificate  issued  November  8, 1889. 

On  February  14, 1893,  your  office  held  said  cash  entry  for  cancella- 
tion on  the  ground  that  the  entryman  had,  by  reason  of  her  previous 
filing,  exhausted  her  pre-emption  right. 

On  appeal  to  the  Department  two  sx>ecifications  of  error  are  alleged* 

1st.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  the  land  embraced  in  claimant'* 
former  filing  was  capable  of  bona  fide  settlement  and  cultivation. 

2d.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  claimant's  pre-emption  filing  on  land 
practically  nnfit  for  caltivation  disqoalifieft  claimant  fVom  making  a  second  filing. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  pre-emption  right  once  exhausted  cannot  be 
restored,  except  by  act  of  Congress,  and  as  a  general  rule,  too,  it  haa 
been  held  by  the  Department  that  one  pre-emption  filing  exhausts  such 
hght;  but  in  cases  where  it  has  been  made  to  appear  that  for  any  rea* 
son,  not  the  fault  of  the  claimant,  it  would  be  imi>ossible  or  impracti* 
cable  to  complete  title  to  the  land  filed  upon,  such  filing  has  been  treated 
as  a  nullity,  and  a  second  filing  allowed. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  claimant,  after  the  cancellation  of  her  first 
filing,  made  application  to  your  office  to  be  allowed  to  make  a  sec- 
ond filing  on  the  grounds,  substantially,  that  she  was  at  the  time  of  her 
first  filing  a  stranger  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  land  filed  ui>on;  that 
she  was  misled  as  to  the  character  of  the  land;  that  it  was  practically^ 
worthless  for  farming  purposes  without  artificial  irrigation ;  that  it  was- 
impracticable  to  obtain  water  to  irrigate  it;  and  further  that  her  appli* 
cation  did  not  cover  part  of  the  land  she  thought  she  was  filing  upon^ 
Bbe  believing  it  covered  a  lot  on  the  river  front. 

This  was  dismissed  by  your  office,  '^  because  of  her  failure  to  describe 
a  specific  tract",  and  she  was  so  advised. 

She  then  made  her  second  filing,  and  now  claims  that  she  believed 
this  to  be  what  was  required  of  her. 

I  am  of  opinion  from  a  careftil  examination  of  the  whole  record  that 
the  claimant  acted  in  entire  good  faith  in  making  this  second  filing^ 
believing  that  the  showing  she  had  made  to  your  office  was  satisfactory^ 
and  that  nothing  else  was  required  of  her,  except  to  <'  describe  a  specific^ 
tract"  by  filing  upon  it.  I  am  confirmed  in  this  view  by  a  letter  from^ 
her  attorneys  addressed  to  her  under  date  of  March  7, 1888,  as  follows  r 

Dr.  Madam — 

We  are  in  receipt  of  a  letter  from  the  land  office  informing  ns  that  yonr  applicatioi^ 
for  restoration  of  pre-emption  right  will  not  be  allowed  unless  accompanied  by  ck 
filing  for  other  land — ^please  act  accordingly. 
Yours  truly 

In  making  her  final  pre-emption  proof  under  her  second  filing,  m 
answer  to  the  question,  "  Have  you  ever  made  a  pre-emption  filing  for 
land  other  than  you  now  seek  to  enter!"  she  answered  "I  have,  but  did 
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not  make  proof  on  the  land,  and  had  my  right  restored,  as  the  land 
was  not  agricultural  land." 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  in  making  her  second  filing  claimant  was 
acting  in  entire  good  faith,  believing  that  her  right  had  been  restored. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  sufficiency  of  the  showing  made  by 
her  would  not  seem  to  be  important,  and  will  not  now  be  inquired  into. 
She  has  made  valuable  improvements.  Final  proof  and  payment  have 
been  made,  and  certificate  issued.  Under  these  circumstances  an  appli- 
cation for  repayment  could  not  be  refused,  if  title  is  denied  her. 

There  are  no  adverse  claims.  The  claim  was  initiated  prior  to  the 
repeal  of  the  pre-emption  law,  and  final  certificate  issued  before  the 
claimant  married. 

Under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  claim- 
ant's final  proof  should  be  accepted,  and  the  entry  passed  to  patent. 


SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS-COMPUAKCE  WITH  I^W— ENTOaDATION'. 

FooTB  V.  McMillan. 

A  contestant,  who  claims  the  right  of  entry  on  the  ground  of  priority  of  settlement, 
must  ^how  compliance  with  the  settlement  laws,  and  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  residence  in  good  faith. 

Non-compliance  with  the  law  will  not  be  excused  on  the  ground  of  intimidation 
where  it  is  apparent  from  the  conduct  of  the  party  that  the  alleged  threats  did 
not  lead  him  to  believe  that  he  was  in  danger  of  bodily  injury. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  th^  General  Land  Office^  March  7, 
(J.  I.  H.)  1896.  (E.  M.  B.) 

This  case  involves  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  ^  and  lots  3  and  4,  Sec.  35,  T. 
129,  E.  28,  Watertown  land  district,  Sonth  Dakota. 

The  record  shows  that  on  May  20, 1892,  Wm.  McMillan  made  home- 
stead entry  for  the  above  described  tract,  and  on  Jane  6, 1892,  Lyndon 
H.  Foote  filed  his  application  to  enter  said  land,  and  his  affidavit  of 
contest  alleging  prior  settlement. 

A  hearing  having  been  ordered  and  had  before  J.J.  Batterton,  county 
judge  of  Koberts  county,  South  Dakota,  and  the  evidence  having  been 
transmitted  to  the  local  officers,  they,  on  March  2, 1894,  rendered  their 
decision  in  favor  of  the  contestant. 

Upon  appeal,  your  office  decision  of  August  8,  1894,  affirmed  the 
action  of  the  local  officers.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  plaintiff- 
appellant  went  on  the  land  on  April  15, 1892,  and  made  settlement  by 
erecting  a  small  shanty,  or  pen,  six  by  twelve  feet,  and  about  four  and 
one-half  feet  high,  without  any  roof,  floor,  or  windows,  and  plowed  a 
narrow  strip  around  the  house.  During  this  time  he  and  his  family 
continued  to  live  in  his  house  situated  about  a  mile  f^om  the  land. 
About  the  last  of  May,  but  subsequently  to  the  entr}-  of  the  land  by 
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McMillan,  the  contestant  broke  a  strip  eighteen  feet  wide  and  half  a 
mile  long.  His  improvements  prior  to  the  entry  of  the  defendant 
amounted  to  only  a  very  few  dollars. 

After  entry,  McMillan  immediately  built  a  house,  started  a  well, 
established  his  home  upon  the  land,  and  broke  some  ground.  His 
improvements  are  worth  about  $75  or  (100. 

Foote  was  not  living  ui>on  this  land  when  McMillan  made  homestead 
entry.  It  does  not  api)ear  from  the  evidence  that  the  contestant  ever 
hved  upon  the  land.  On  the  contrary,  the  reverse  is  shown  to  be  the 
case.  It  would  thus  seem  that  his  settlement  was  not  made  in  good 
£auth,  when  all  the  circumstances  surrounding  it  are  considered.  The 
acts  of  settlement  made  by  him  would  be  sufficient  in  themselves  to 
initiate  a  right  by  settlement  if  it  appeared  that  he  had  acted  in  good 
faith  and  intended  to  reside  upon  the  land,  but  his  failure  to  make 
safficient  improvements  upon  the  land,  connected  with  the  fact  that  he 
bad  a  comfortable  home  within  a  short  distance,  leads  the  Department 
to  believe  that  his  settlement  was  not  initiated  in  good  faith. 

But  resolving  all  doubt  upon  this  question  in  favor  of  the  contestant, 
and  assuming  that  his  settlement  was  made  in  good  faith,  it  appears 
upon  a  further  examination  of  tbe  record  that  from  about  the  time  of 
the  filing  of  his  affidavit  of  contest,  up  to  the  hearing  in  this  cause,  a 
period  of  nearly  two  years,  he  had  not  improved  the  land  nor  estab- 
hshed  his  residence  thereon.  His  failure  to  do  this  is  alleged  to  be  the 
result  of  threats  of  violence  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant-appellant. 

In  Hall  et  al,  v.  Stone  (10  L.  D.,  199),  it  was  held  inter  alia  (syllabus) : 

A  homesteader  who  claims  priority  of  right  by  virtue  of  an  aUeged  settlement, 
mast  comply  with  the  settlement  laws  and  cannot  defer  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  residence  until  the  allowance  of  his  application  to  enter. 

This  proxK>sition  was  again  announced  in  the  recent  case  of  Mclnnis 
et  al  V.  Cotter  (21  L.  D.,  97),  wherein  it  was  said  that 

One  who  claims  the  right  to  make  a  homestead  entry  on  account  of  priority  of 
settlement  must  .show  that  the  alleged  settlement  was  followed  by  the  establish- 
ment and  maintenance  of  residence. 

On  page  98  of  the  same  opinion,  it  is  said : 

It  is  maintained  that  as  no  entry  had  been  allowed,  Mclnnis  was  not  oompeUed  to 
keep  ap  residence  on  tbe  land  pending  such  allowance.  This  position  is  not  well 
taken.  He  must  stand  either  upon  his  application  to  enter,  or  upon  his  settlement. 
He  can  gain  no  superior  rights  by  the  application  inasmuch  as  it  was  made  simnl- 
taneoosly  with  that  of  Cotter  and  McAlpiiie,  and  tbe  only  ground  upon  which  he 
can  stand  being  that  of  prior  settlement,  it  became  incumbent  upon  him,  in  order 
to  present  such  a  case  as  would' lead  to  the  allowance  of  his  entry,  to  show  not  only 
prior  settlement,  as  settlement  in  itself  confers  no  rights  to  anyone,  but  continuous 
lesidence.    This  he  has  failed  to  do. 

The  law  requires  an  entryman  whose  entry  is  under  attack,  to  com- 
ply with  the  terms  of  the  law.  It  is  equally  binding  in  this  respect 
upon  him  who  claims  the  right  of  entry  in  a  contest  proceeding  by 
reason  of  a  prior  settlement.    Having  failed  to  establish  and  maintain 
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lesidence  upon  tbe  land,  as  required  by  the  Department  in  the  case 
quoted,  the  contestant  sets  up  as  a  reason  for  his  failure  to  comply  with 
the  law,  the  making  of  threats  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant,  which 
intimidated  him  and  prevented  him  from  so  doing. 

The  testimony  upon  this  question  submitted  at  the  hearing  was  as 
follows: 

The  contestant,  Foote,  testified  that  he  sent  his  son  upon  the  land  to 
do  some  plowing;  that  the  boy  quit  work  and  returned  to  him  and 
stated 

that  MoMiUan  and  Mollison  had  ordered  him  off,  and  to  stay  off,  and  for  him  to  come 
to  see  me  and  teU  me  if  we  did  not  keep  off  the  land  in  question  he  had  a  right  to 
shoot  as; 

that  he  saw  the  boy  talking  with  McMillan  and  Mollison  but  did  not 
hear  what  they  said;  that  he  went  to  see  McMillan  but*found  him  in 
bed  and  he  would  not  get  up ;  that  he  was  on  the  SW.  ^  of  Sec.  1.  T.  128, 
B.  48,  when  Mr.  McMillan  and  Mollison  were  talking  to  his  boy. 

The  witness,  Breithauer,  testiiied  that  Mr.  Mollison  told  him  that  he 
and  Mr.  McMillan  had  told  the  boy  that  if  he  did  not  quit  breaking 
upon  the  land,  McMillan  would  have  the  right  to  shoot  him. 

Mr.  McMillan  states  that  he  ordered  the  boy  to  cease  work,  but  that 
there  were  no  threats  made  about  shooting. 

Mr.  Mollison  stated  that  he  advised  the  boy  to  stop  breaking  but 
that  there  was  no  shooting  spoken  of. 

Upon  this  testimony,  the  local  officers  before  whom  the  testimony 
was  not  taken,  and  whose  opinion  therefore  fails  to  carry  with  it  the 
special  weight  ordinarily  attached  to  it  by  departmental  decisions,  held, 
in  effect,  that  there  was  intimidation. 

The  decision  of  your  office  of  August  8, 1894,  made  no  ftirther  find- 
ing further  than  to  say:  ^<The  defendant  made  entry  of  the  land  and 
ordered  the  contestant  to  keep  off." 

The  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  the  contestant.  This  is  a  general 
rule  of  accepted  authority  (Oreenleaf  on  Evidence,  Vol.  I.,  Sec.  74); 
nor  did  the  burden  shift  upon  the  contestant  showing  prior  settlement, 
as  that  in  itself  would  not,  as  has  already  been  shown,  inure  to  any 
advantage  to  him  since  he  is  required  to  show  a  continuous  residence, 
or  give  some  legal  excuse  for  his  failure  to  do  so  and  to  meet  this,  he 
asserts  intimidation. 

The  testimony  of  Foote  and  Breithauer  is  clearly  incompetent  as 
hearsay.  American  and  English  Encyclopaedia  of  Law,  Vol.  IX,  page 
325. 

Foote  testified  that  his  son  said  that  Mollison  and  McMillan  said  that 
if  he  ^^  did  not  keep  off  the  land  he  (McMillan,  presumably)  would  have 
the  right  to  shoot  them."  Breithauer  says  that  Mollison  told  him  that 
he  (Mollison)  and  McMillan  had  told  Footers  son  that  ^'  if  he  did  not 
quit  breaking  on  the  land  McMillan  had  a  right  to  shoot  him.'^ 
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The  testimony  of  Breithauer  as  to  the  declaration  of  Mollison  is  clearly 
inadmissible.  There  is  no  attempt  made  to  show  that  it  is  a  part  of 
the  res  geHce^  and  being  hearsay  it  became  incompetent.  It  may  be 
said  that  while  this  is  tme  of  Breithauer's  testimony,  that  of  Foote  is 
admissible  as  forming  a  part  of  the  res  geatw.  It  is  not  shown  what 
time  had  elapsed  between  the  making  of  the  threats,  if  they  were  made, 
and  the  alleged  declaration  of  snch  threats  by  the  son.  In  order  to 
make  such  a  declaration  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce  it  mnst 
be  shown  that  the  declaration  was  so  nearly  connected  with  the  act  in 
point  of  time  as  to  make  it  a  part  of  the  transaction.  It  is  not  at  aU 
clear  from  the  evidence  that  the  declaration  is  brought  within  this  rule. 
But  conceding  it  to  be  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce  it  does  not 
strike  me,  in  view  of  all  the  facts  in  the  case,  that  Foote  abandoned 
his  settlement  because  of  threats.  His  own  subsequent  conduct  shows 
that  he  was  not.  intimidated  to  the  extent  of  being  afraid  of  bodily 
injury  at  the  hands  of  McMillan,  inasmuch  as  he  went  to  his  house 
alone  at  11  o'clock  in  the  night. 

The  fact  that  Foote  did  not  produce  his  son  as  a  witness  to  prove 
these  threats,  or  account  for  his  absence  will  not  render  the  declaration 
of  his  son  inadmissible  provided  it  is  otherwise  free  from  objection,  but 
it  is  a  very  strong  and  significant  fact  toward  showing  that  the  testi- 
mony as  to  the  threats  is  not  entitled  to  much  credibility. 

When  a  party  offers  testimony  which,  from  its  nature,  shows  that 
there  mnst  be  better  evidence  of  the  fact  behind  it,  which  evidence  is 
not  produced  and  the  failure  to  produce  it  is  not  accounted  for,  all  of 
the  authorities  agree  that  the  credibility  of  such  testimony  is  thereby 
seriously  affected.  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  Vol.  I,  Sec.  82;  Clifton  v. 
United  States,  4  How.,  242;  The  Sally  Magee  (3  Wall.,  451). 

Thus  the  failure  to  produce  the  son  who  could  give  the  best  evidence 
of  the  alleged  threats  of  McMillan,  can  but  operate  to  affect  the  credi- 
bility of  the  testimony  of  the  father.  Foote  and  McMillan  are  both 
interested  witnesses.  The  testimony  of  Breithauer  is  clearly  incompe- 
tent; and  Mollison  denies  that  there  were  any  threats  made.  It  cannot 
be  said  that  Foote  has  shown  by  a  preponderance  of  testimony  that  he 
was,  or  that  a  man  ordinarily  alive  to  his  interest  would  have  been, 
intimidated,  and  by  such  intimidation  prevented  from  complying  with 
the  law.  The  testimony,  even  if  held  to  be  competent  and  free  from  any 
objection,  only  goes  to  the  extent  of  saying  that  McMillan  had  said  that 
he  would  have  aright  to  shoot;  there  is  nothing  in  the  testimony  which 
says  that  he  would  do  so. 

There  are  other  circumstances  which  affect  the  credibility  of  Foote's 
testimony.  It  will  be  remembered  that  his  structure  on  the  land  was 
about  four  and  one-half  or  five  feet  high,  without  roof,  door,  window  or 
floor;  yet  he  testified  that  he  took  his  wife  there  for  the  purpose  of  living 
therein  and  that  she,  after  inspecting  it,  declined  to  do  so ;  and  he  seems 
to  wish  to  have  the  Department  believe  that  her  declination  was  the 
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result  of  her  x>oor  health.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  comment  that  a 
robust  woman  could  not  have  lived  in  such  a  dwelling. 

The  mere  fact  that  McMillan  ordered  Foote  and  his  son  off  the  land 
cannot  be  construed  as  intimidation.  It  is  a  manner  of  assertion  of 
title  and  the  law  will  presume  that  he  was  a  law  abiding  citizen.  He 
might  have  had  the  plaintiff  arrested  for  trespass,  but  that  would  not 
have  been  intimidation.  Admitting  for  a  moment  that  Foote  was 
intimidated  by  what  he  asserts  his  son  told  him,  he  had  his  remedy  in 
the  courts  and  could  have  had  McMillan  bound  over  to  keep  the  peace 
which  would  not  have  led  him  into  laches  which  lasted  for  nearly  two 
years. 

For  the  various  reasons  given,  I  am  led  to  hold  that  the  decision 
appealed  from  was  an  error  and  it  is  reversed. 


MIXING  CLAIM-SXJKVEY-END  LIXE. 

Black  Diamond  Lode. 

For  the  porpoee  of  including  ground  held  and  claimed  under  a  lode  location  which 
was  made  upon  public  land,  and  yalid  when  made,  the  end  line  of  the  surrey  of 
said  lode  claim  may  be  established  within  the  boundaries  of  a  patented  placer. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March  7, 

1896.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

The  decision  of  yonr  office  of  Augnst  10, 1893,  required,  under  para- 
graphs 50  and  51,  Mining  Regulations  approved  December  10, 1891,  an 
amended  survey  of  the  Black  Diamond  lode  claim,  Pueblo,  Colorado, 
mineral  entry  No.  299,  so  that  the  southerly  end  line  of  the  survey 
thereof  No.  7,862,  should  be  established  no  farther  into  the  Mt.  Rosa 
placer  as  patented  April  24,  1893,  than  was  necessary  to  include  said 
lode  to  the  point  where  it  intersected  the  easterly  line  of  the  said  placer. 
As  the  said  survey  then  stood  both  the  side  lines  of  the  claim  entered 
within  the  lines  of  the  said  placer,  the  westerly  side  line  over  two  hun- 
dred and  twenty  feet  and  the  easterly  side  line  over  forty  tyo  feet. 

An  amended  survey  of  the  claim  made  in  response  to  the  require- 
ment of  August  10, 1893,  was  approved  by  the  surveyor  general  Octo- 
ber 19, 1894,  and  shows  that  the  southerly  end  line  of  the  claim  is 
thereby  established  at  the  point  where  its  easterly  side  line  meets  the 
easterly  side  Hue  of  the  said  placer,  which  point  is  still  considerably  to 
the  westward  of  the  x)oint  where  the  lode  in  its  outward  course  or  strike 
intersects  the  easterly  line  of  tlie  placer.  On  November  5, 1894,  your 
office  declined  to  accept  the  survey  as  amended  and  directed  that  an 
amended  survey  be  made  as  required  by  its  decision  of  August  10, 1893. 
TLereupon  claimant  appealed  contending  that  the  amended  survey 
approved  October  19,  1894,  is  in  conformity  with  the  law  and  with  said 
paragraphs  50  and  51. 
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The  only  qaestion  presented,  as  will  thus  appear,  is  whether  the 
sontherly  end  line  of  the  lode  claim  must  be  established  at  the  point 
where  the  lode  intersects  the  easterly  boundary  line  of  the  said  placer, 
or  may  be  established  at  the  point  where  such  boundary  line  is  met  by 
the  easterly  side  line  of  the  lode  claim.  If  at  the  former  point  the  lode 
claimant  must  lose  a  small  triangle  of  ground  outside  the  said  placer 
and  included  in  his  application  and  entry,  which  may  possibly  embrace 
other  lodes. 


Paragraphs  50  and  51  referred  to  above  are  as  follows: 

50.  The  righto  granted  to  locators  under  section  2322,  Revised  Statutes,  are  re- 
stricted to  such  locations  on  veins,  lodes,  or  ledges  as  may  be  ''situated  on  the  ^uhlxc 
^Mnaxn,"  In  applications  for  lode  claims  where  the  survey  conflicts  with  a  prior 
valid  lode  claim  or  entry  and  the  ground  in  conflict  is  excluded,  the  applicant  not 
only  has  no  right  to  the  excluded  ground,  but  he  has  no  right  to  that  portion  of  any 
▼ein  or  lode  the  top  or  apex  of  which  lies  within  such  excluded  ground,  unless  his 
location  was  prior  to  May  10, 1872.  His  right  to  the  lode  claimed  terminates  where 
the  lode,  in  its  onward  course  or  strike,  intersecto  the  exterior  boundary  of  such 
excluded  ground  and  passes  within  it. 
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51.  The  tiod  line  of  Iiis  snryey  should  not,  therefore,  be  eetablished  beyond  snch 
intersection,  unless  it  should  be  necessary  so  to  do  for  the  purpose  of  including 
ground  held  and  claimed  under  a  location  which  was  made  upon  public  land  and 
valid  at  the  time  it  was  made.  ,  To  include  snch  ground  (which  may  possibly  embrace 
other  lodes)  the  end  line  of  the  survey  may  be  established  within  the  conflicting 
survey,  but  the  lino  must  be  so  run  as  not  to  extend  any  farther  into  the  conflicting 
survey  than  may  be  necessary  to  make  such  end  line  parallel  to  the  other  end  line 
and  at  the  same  time  embrace  the  ground  so  held  and  claimed.  The  useless  practice 
in  snch  cases  of  extending  both  the  side  lines  of  a  survey  into  the  conflicting  sur^'ey 
and  establishing  an  end  line  wholly  within  it,  beyond  a  point  necessary  under  the 
rule  Just  stated,  will  be  discontinued. 

The  regulations  in  these  paragraphs  were  approved  December  4, 1884, 
and  have  been  in  force  ever  since.  Their  phraseology  and  arrangement 
were  slightly  changed  by  amendment  l^ovember  7, 1895,  bat  the  mean- 
ing remained  unchanged.  Both  paragraphs  relate  to  surveys  of  lode 
claims,  only,  where  such  surveys  conflict  with  each  other,  and  where 
the  ground  within  the  conflict  is  excluded  from  the  application  for 
patent. 

In  terms  these  regulations  do  not  apply  and  upon  their  face  were 
evidently  not  intended  to  apply  to  any  case  of  conflict  between  the  sar- 
veys  of  lode  and  of  placer  claims.  In  no  case  do  they  relate  to  a  con- 
flict between  claims,  since  all  ground  within  the  conflicting  lines  of 
survey,  where  these  regulations  apply  is  expressly  excluded  by  the 
application  for  patent.  The  reason  assigned  in  paragraph  51  for  per- 
mitting the  establishment  of  the  end  line  of  the  survey  of  a  valid  prior 
claim  beyond  the  intersection  of  the  lode  with  the  exterior  boundary 
of  the  excluded  ground,  is  in  order  that  ground  held  and  claimed  under 
a  prior  valid  location,  and  which  may  possibly  embrace  other  lodes,  may 
not  be  lost  to  the  applicant  for  patent.  This  reason  would  seem  to 
apply  with  equal  force  whether  the  other  claim  was  a  lode  or  a  placer 
claim. 

It  is  shown  by  record  evidence  that  the  Black  Diamond  lode  claim 
was  duly  located  upon  the  public  domain  August  20, 1891 ;  and  that 
the  Mt.  Bosa  placer  was  located  September  19,  following.  The  triangle 
of  ground  hereinbefore  mentioned  is  within  the  lines  of  the  lode  loca- 
tion and  has  ever  since  been  held  and  claimed  thereunder.  No  one  is 
contesting  the  right  of  the  lode  claimant  to  any  portion  of  this  ground. 
There  would  seem  to  be  no  good  reason  in  view  of  the  foregoing  facts, 
why,  by  analogy  with  the  practice  obtaining  in  conflicting  surveys  of 
lode  claims,  the  claimant  should  not  be  permitted  to  establish  his  south- 
erly end  line  at  the  point  shown  in  his  amended  survey,  in  order  to 
embrace  the  said  triangle.  The  decision  of  your  office  herein  is  accord- 
ingly reversed. 
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FORT  8ANDEBS  ABANDONED  MIMTARY  RESERVATION-DESERT  ENTRT, 

Frank  Simpson. 

• 

The  preference  right  to  make  one  entry  under  the  existing  laws  of  land  formerly 
embraced  in  Fort  Sanders  military  reservation,  accorded  by  the  proviso  to  the 
act  of  July  10, 1990,  is  limited  to  ''actual  occupants  thereon''  January  1,  1890, 
and  it  therefore  follows  that  the  right  to  make  a  desert  entry  under  said  proviso, 
can  not  be  exercised  by  one  who  was  not  residing  on  the  land  applied  for  at  said 
date. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

7, 1896.  (G.  C.  E.) 

Frank  Simpson  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  December 
15, 1894,  rejecting  his  final  proof,  offered  January  27,  1894,  upon  his 
desert  land  entry  No.  3705,  made  December  6, 1890,  for  the  E.  ^  of  the 
IS^.  J,  the  N.  \  of  the  SB.  J,  Sec.  32,  T.  15  N.,  R.  73  W.,  Cheyenne, 
Wyoming. 

The  laud  is  within  the  original  Fort  Sanders  military  reservation, 
which  was  restored  to  the  public  domain  by  the  act  approved  July  10, 
1890  (26  Stat,  227). 

The  act  makes  the  lands  subject  to  disposal  under  the  homestead  law 
ooly,  with  a  proviso: 

That  actual  oooupants  thereon  upou  the  first  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety,  if  otherwise  qualified,  shall  have  the  preference  right  to  make  one  entry, 
not  exceeding  one  quarter  section,  under  either  of  the  existing  land  laws,  which 
shall  include  their  respective  improvements. 

It  appears  that  on  October  16, 1894,  your  office  required  Simpson  to 
ftimish  an  affidavit,  duly  corroborated,  showing  actual  occupancy  of 
the  land  prior  to  January  1,  1890.  This  requirement  he  undertook  to 
meet  by  filing  an  affidavit,  sworn  to  before  a  notary  public.  This  affi- 
davit reads  as  follows : 

I,  Frank  Simpson,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say,  I  am  the  same  person  who  made 
desert  land  entry  number  3705,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  December  6th,  1S90,  for  the  fol- 
lowing described  lands,  to  wit : 

The  east  half  of  the  northeast  quarter  and  the  north  half  of  the  southeast  quarter, 
section  thirty  tw^o  (32),  township  fifteen  (15)  north,  range  seventy  three  (73)  west. 

Some  time  during  the  year  1888,  or  prior  thereto,  I  made  settlement  upon  said  lands 
by  enclosing  the  same  with  a  substantial  fence  about  four  miles  in  extent,  and  by 
eonstmcting  ditches  for  the  irrigation  of  said  lands.  I  also  laid  the  foundation  for 
a  hoQse  and  brought  the  materials  upon  the  lands  for  the  purpose  of  its  construction 
and  had  partly  completed  the  building  when  I  obtained  work  on  the  Union  Pacific 
Bailway  as  a  conductor,  between  Laramie  and  Rawlins,  at  which  occupation  I  have 
been  employed  ever  since. 

During  the  time  since  my  filing  on  said  land,  I  have  raised  crops  of  hay  by  irriga- 
tion, as  set  forth  in  my  final  proof,  and  have  farther  used  the  land  for  pasturing 
stock.  My  absence  from  the  same  has  been  made  necessary  by  my  employment  on 
the  railway,  where  I  have  been  earning  money  for  my  own  support  and  for  the 
improvement  of  said  lands. 

Before  one  has  the  preference  right  to  make  an  entry  of  a  quarter 
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section  of  these  lauds,  <^  under  either  of  the  existing  land  laws,"  it  must 
appear  that  he  is  an  ''  actual  occupant  thereon." 

This  implies  that  the  applicant  mast  have  been  a  resident  on  the  laod 
January  1, 1890.  (See  departmental  decision  in  case  of  Jabez  B.  and 
Gaira  M.  Simpson,  dated  February  4, 1896.)  This  is  made  all  the  more 
certain  when  the  general  laws  relating  to  desert  land  entries  are  con- 
sidered, and  where  actual  occupation  of  the  land  as  a  resident  is  not 
required,  while  the  right  of  possession  is  a  Hne  qua  non  to  a  compliance 
with  the  law. 

The  proviso  to  the  act  of  July  10, 1890  {8upra)y  does  not  give  tlie 
preference  right  to  any  one  to  make  a  desert  entry  upon  the  lands  in 
the  reservation,  but  limits  that  right  to  one  who  is  an  actual  occupant 
upon  the  land  on  January  1, 1890.  If  it  were  not  intended  by  the  act 
to  limit  the  entries  to  actual  residents  upon  the  land,  then  the  limita- 
tion to  '<  actual  occupants  thereon"  would  be  without  significance,  for 
occupation  by  mere  possession  without  the  requirement  of  actual  resi- 
dence is  a  right  under  the  general  law  relating  to  desert  entries. 
Moreover,  the  act  opening  this  reservation  was  not  passed  until  July 
10, 1890.  Prior  to  that  date  there  may  have  been  unauthorized  occu- 
pation of  portions  of  the  reservation  by  non-residents  and  efforts  made 
to  irrigate  large  tracts.  Congress  expressly  provided  that  the  lands  be 
^<  made  subject  to  disposal  under  the  homestead  law  only,"  with  the 
proviso  that  <<  actual  occupants  thereon"  be  allowed  to  make  the  one 
entry  under  either  of  the  existing  land  laws,  which  entry  <<  shall 
include  his  improvements,"  plainly  meaning  that  an  <<  actual  occupant 
thereon  "  must  be  an  actual  resident  upon  the  land  on  January  1, 1890. 

But  Mr.  Simpson  swears  that  he  made  a  settlement  upon  the  lands 
in  1888  by  enclosing  the  same  with  a  substantial  fence,  four  miles  in 
extent,  and  by  constructing  ditches  for  irrigation.  He  also  partly 
completed  a  house  on  the  land  when  he  obtained  work  on  the  railroad 
as  a  conductor;  that  he  had  since  that  time  raised  hay  on  the  land  and 
pastured  stock;  that  his  absence  has  been  made  necessary  for  his  own 
support  and  improvement  of  the  land.  He  thus  leaves  the  inference 
that  his  home  and  residence  was  on  the  land  January  1, 1890.  If  that 
be  true,  his  absence  for  the  purposes  mentioned  is  excusable,  and  his 
final  proof,  if  otherwise  valid,  might  be  approved. 

There  appears  to  be  no  adverse  claim. 

I  have  therefore  to  direct  that  you  again  call  on  Mr.  Simpson  to 
make  another  sworn  statement  (duly  corroborated),  before  some  officer 
authorized  to  administer  oaths  in  these  cases,  as  to  whether  he  was  an 
actual  resident  upon  the  land  on  January  1, 1890.  When  this  affidavit 
shall  have  been  received,  you  will  pass  in  judgment  upon  the  whole 
case  as  its  merits  may  demand. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  modified. 
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SURVEY-CERTIFICATE  OF  DEPOSIT-ALulSKA. 

South  Oloa  Fishino  Station. 

The  provlBiona  of  seotion  2403  R.  S.,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1879,  witb 
respect  to  the  aeeij^niiient  of  certificates  of  deposit,  are  not  applicable  to  such 
certificates  issued  on  deposits  for  surveys  in  the  Territory  of  Alaska. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  La/nd  Office^  March 

7,  1896.  (0.  J.  W.> 

The  Arctic  Packing  Oompany  on  October  8th,  1891,  depoBited  one 
haudred  dollars  with  the  Asst.  Treasurer  of  the  United  States  at  San 
Francisco,  California,  to  pay  for  survey  of  a  tract  of  public  land  on  the 
south  shore  of  Olga  Bay  at  the  southerly  shore  of  Kodiak  Island, 
Alaska,  and  $35,  to  pay  for  office  work  and  stationery,  and  obtained 
certificate  No.  62. 

On  January  8, 1892,  the  Arctic  Packing  Company  executed  a  deed 
of  conveyauce  to  the  South  Olga  Fisbiug  Station, 

in  and  to  it«  lands  premises,  improvements,  plant  and  other  property  at  and  about 
itft  fishing  station,  situated  on  the  southerly  shore  of  Olga  Bay  near  the  mouth  of 
.Salmon  river,  which  Olga  Bay  is  a  tributary  to  Alitka  Bay  at  the  southerly  end  of 
Kodiak  Island  in  Alaska,  containing  about  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  more  ov 
less.  And  also  all  claim,  demand,  right  and  title  to  and  in  money  deposit  No.  62, 
for  1135,  made  October  8, 1891,  by  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  with  the  United 
States  Assistant  Treasurer  at  the  city  of  San  Francisco. 

On  November  22, 1893,  the  South  Olga  Fishing  Station  made  appli* 
cation  to  enter  and  purchase  the  laud  known  as  survey  No.  47,  covered 
by  its  deed  from  the  Arctic  Packing  Company,  and  offered  said  certifi- 
cate No.  62,  in  payment. 

The  register  at  Sitka,  Alaska,  refused  to  accept  said  certificate. 
From  this  decision  the  company  appealed,  and  on  May  2, 1894,  your 
office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  ex-officio  register.  From  this  decision 
of  your  office  the  South  Olga  Fishing  Station  again  appeals. 

Only  questions  of  law  are  raised  by  the  appeal.  The  ex-officio  regis- 
ter and  your  office  concurred  in  finding  that  certificates  of  deposits  for 
Buveys  in  Alaska  are  not  assignable  and  as  authority  for  such  finding 
cite  section  2403  Revised  Statutes,  page  441,  and  paragraph  9,  page  3, 
General  Land  Office  circular  (12  L.  D.,  583). 

Section  2403  B.  S.,  is  as  follows: 

Where  settlers  make  deposits  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  2401, 
the  amount  so  deposited  shall  go  in  part  payment  for  their  land  situated  in  the 
towDships,  the  surveying  of  which  is  paid  for  out  of  such  deposits ;  or  the  certificates 
issned  for  such  deposits,  may  be  assigned  by  endorsement  and  be  received  in  pay- 
ment for  any  public  lands  of  iJiie  United  States  entered  by  settlers  under  the  pre- 
emption and  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  not  otherwise. 

Paragraph  9  of  the  circular  above  referred  to  reads  as  follows : 

The  provisions  of  section  2103  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
March  3, 1879  (20  Stat.,  352),  relating  to  the  assignment  of  certificates  by  endorso- 
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ment,  are  not  applicable  to  certificates  of  deposits  for  snrTeys  in  Alaska  under  said 
act  of  March  3,  1891,  for  the  reason  that  the  former  statute  contemplates  the  use  of 
the  certificates,  after  assignment,  by  settlers  under  the  pre-emption  and  homestead 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  not  otherwise.  Therefore  these  triplicate  certificates 
^can  only  be  used  by  the  respective  depositors,  in  payment  for  lands  in  Alaska. 

Xn  construing  section  2403  B.  S.,  yoar  office  held  that  the  public  land 
laws  had  not  been  extended  over  the  territory  of  Alaska,  thereby  per- 
mitting entries  under  pre-emption  and  homestead  laws,  and  that  said 
flection  had  no  force  in  said  territory.  This  holding  I  think  is  correct 
jmd  your  office  decision  is  approved. 


RAIUEtOAD  LANDS-ACT  OF  JANUABT  93,   1896. 

LUELLA  WaSSON. 

By  the  terms  of  the  amendatory  act  of  January  23, 1896,  the  right  of  parchase  ander 
section  3,  act  of  September  29, 1890,  conferred  upon  persons  who  settled  with 
intent  to  buy  from  the  company,  is  not  defeated  by  the  non-contignity  of  the 
tracts  applied  for. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 
<J.  J.  H.)  7,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

On  March  18, 1893,  Luella  Wasson  made  cash  entry  "So.  3525,  under 
the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496),  for  lots  1,  2,  3,  and  4,  of 
•Sec.  1,  T.  2  S.,  B.  17  E.,  and  cash  entry  No.  3526  for  the  K.  i  of  the 
me.  i,  the  SW.  i  of  the  NE.  i,  and  the  NW.  J  of  the  8E.  i  of  Sec,  7, 
^.  2  S.,  B.  18  E.,  The  Dalles,  Oregon,  land  district. 

As  the  tracts  covered  by  these  two  entries  were  not  contiguous,  and 
It  appeared  that  the  right  to  purchase  was  based  solely  on  settlement, 
which  settlement  was  made  on  the  land  covered  by  entry  No.  3526,  your 
office,  by  letter  of  November  12,  1894,  held  cash  entry  No.  3525  for 
cancellation. 

From  this  action  claimant  has  appealed. 

It  appears  from  the  corroborated  affidavit  of  appellant  that  she  is 
the  widow  of  James  B.  Wasson;  that  in  1885  said  James B.  Wasson 
isettled  upon  and  took  possession  of  all  the  land  above  described  with 
the  intention  of  purchasing  the  same  fh>m  the  Northern  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company;  that  he  applied  to  purchase  said  lands  ^m  said  com- 
pany and  received  in  reply  a  letter  stating  that  the  condition  of  the 
grant  was  so  uncertain  the  company  was  not  in  a  position  or  was  not 
willing  to  make  any  agreement  of  said  at  that  time;  that  James  B. 
Wasson  remained  in  possession  of  all  of  said  land  up  to  the  time  of  his 
death,  which  occurred  January  23, 1888;  that  since  his  death  appellant 
lias  held  said  tracts  in  like  manner;  that  both  of  the  tracts  have  been 
fenced  and  all  of  the  laud  is  under  cultivation,  except  about  forty-five 
acres  of  one  tract  and  ten  acres  of  the  other;  and  that  the  total  value 
^f  the  improvements  is  about  $1,000. 
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On  Janaary  23, 1896,  an  act,  amendatory  of  the  act  of  September  29, 
1890,  was  approved  (Pnblic  No.  8).  The  proviso  to  said  amendatory 
act  reads  as  follows: 

Provided^  That  actual  residence  upon  the  lands  by  peiaona  claiming  the  right  to 
purchase  the  same  shall  not  be  required  where  snch  lands  hare  been  fenced,  colti" 
rated,  or  otherwise  improved  by  such  claimants,  and  such  persons  shall  be  permitted 
to  purchase  two  or  more  tracts  of  such  lands  by  legal  subdivisions,  whether  contigu- 
ous or  not,  but  not  exceeding  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  in  the  aggregate. 

This  proviso  covers  the  present  case,  and  Lnella  Wasson  mnst  accord- 
ingly be  allowed  to  complete  the  purchase  of  the  two  tracts  applied  for 
by  her. 

Toar  office  decision  is  reversed. 


RAIUMAP  GRANT-^'OXFL.ICTING  GRANTS-PABTITION  OF  LANDS. 

■ 

Union  Pacific  K.  E.  Co. 

In  the  partition  of  land*  within  the  overlapping  limits  of  the  grants  to  the  Union 
Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  and  tha  Kansas  Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  the  companies  alone  were  parties 
thereto,  and  each  must  look  to  its  grant  within  said  limits  as  the  source  of  its 
title,  and  not  to  the  award  undar  said  partition. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  CammiMioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

7, 1896.  (0.  J.  W,) 

In  reference  to  the  application  of  the  Land  Commissioner  of  the  Union 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  for  patent  to  K  ^  N W.  4,  Sec.  25^  T.  7  S.^ 
B.  7  E.,  Topeka,  Kansas,  yonr  office  reports  and  findB,  under  date  Octo- 
ber 8f  1894,  as  follows : 

Register  and  Receiver,  Topeka,  Kansas. 

Sirs:  On  May  27, 1882,  the  Central  Branch,  Union  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  listed  per  list 
No.  18,  Concordia  office  the  whole  of  Sec.  25,  Tp.  7  8.,  R.  7  £.,  then  situated  in  that 
district,  and  all  of  the  section  except  the  N.  i  NW.  i,  was  patented  to  the  company 
April  10, 1886,  hut  this  tract  was  omitted  from  the  patent  for  the  reason  that  at  the 
date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  company's  road.  May  29,  1868,  it  was  embraced 
in  homestead  entry  No.  2626,  made  May  28, 1868,  by  one  Frederick  Abramson,  whose 
entry  was  subsequently  canceled. 

This  land  falls  within  the  overlapping  limits  of  the  grants  to  this  company  and  the 
Kansas  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  and  both  were  made  by  the  same  acts  of  Congress,  viz. :  July 
1, 1862  (12  Stat.,  489),  and  the  amendatory  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  356).  The 
road  of  the  former  was  definitely  located  May  29, 1868,  of  the  latter  January  11,  1866. 

In  1880  the  companies  agreed  to  partition  the  lands  lying  in  the  conflicting  limits 
of  their  grants,  and  appointed  Samuel  J .  Gilmore  to  make  the  division .  To  the  former, 
he  awarded  34,670.89,  to  the  latter,  39,375.53  acres.  The  award  was  approved  by  both 
companies,  on  the  basis  of  valuation,  and  the  Kansas  Pacific  Company  relinquished 
to  tho  Central  Branch  Union  Pac.  Co.,  all  claims  to  the  lands  allotted  by  said  Gilmore 
to  it  (C.  B.  U.  P.  Company)  in  list  "B'^  now  on  file  in  this  office,  and  the  tract  in 
question  is  included  in  said  list  '*  B  ". 

Under  the  law,  as  construed  by  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Kansas  Pac.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Bunmeyer  (113  U.  S.,  629),  the  land  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  Central 
Branch  U.  P.  Co.,  by  the  entry  of  Abramson,  which  was  subsisting  when  the  right  of 
that  company  attached. 
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Its  selection  of  the  tract  is  therefore  held  for  cancellation,  subject  to  the  right  of 
appeal  within  sixty  days. 

The  land  commissioner  of  the  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  sncceesor  to  the  Kansas  Pacific 
Ry.  Co.,  now  insists  that  the  tract  should  be  patented  to  that  company. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  road  of  that  company  was  definitely  located  before 
Abramson  made  his  entry,  and  the  land  was  not  excepted  ^m  that  grant,  it  is  a 
fact  that  the  company  is  only  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  lands  in  the  overlapping 
limits,  which  it  received  in  the  award  on  the  partition,  in  satisfoction  of  its  grant 
as  to  that  part  of  it. 

Since  the  company  accepted  the  award,  as  the  result  of  a  voluntary  stipulation, 
and  relinquished  all  claim  to  the  lands  awarded  to  the  other  company,  it  cannot 
now  consistently  assert  any  claim  to  lands  which  of  its  own  volition,  it  had  waived 
all  right  to. 

Should  this  decision  become  final,  the  selection  of  the  tract  by  the  company,  first 
named  above,  will  be  canceled  and  the  land  held  subject  to  entry  by  the  first  qualified 
applicant. 

The  companies  will  be  notified  by  this  office  of  this  action.  Make  note  hereof  on 
your  records. 

The  Union  Pacific  R.  K.  Go.  appeals  from  said  decision  alleging  that 
it  was  error  nnder  the  statement  of  facts,  to  hold  its  selection  of  the 
land  in  question  for  cancellation  and  to  deny  its  right  to  patent  for 
the  same  as  snccessor  to  the  rights  of  the  Kansas  Pacific  B.  B.  Go. 

Under  their  grants,  each  of  the  companies  named  was  seized  of  all 
the  lands  within  the  overlapping  limits  of  its  grant,  though  each  was 
entitled  to  a  moiety  only  of  the  lands  within  such  limits.  The  two 
companies  were  alone  parties  to  the  partition.  The  partition  was  not 
the  source  of  title  as  to  either,  but  after  partition,  each  must  revert  to 
its  grant  as  the  origin  and  source  of  title  to  the  land  awarded  to  it. 
The  Union  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  would  not  therefore  be  entitled  to  patent 
for  the  tract  involved  which  was  covered  by  Abramson's  homestead 
entry  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  company's  road.  Tour 
office  decision  is  accordingly  approved. 


RAII.BOAI>  GRANT-IiAXD  EXCEPTia>-SKmiEMENT  BIGHT. 

BOUMHOEFEB  V.  ST.  PAUL,    MINNEAPOLIS  AND  MANITOBA  BY.   Co. 

Land  embraced  within  the  settlement  claim  of  a  qualified  pre-emptor  at  date  of 
definite  location  is  excepted  from  the  grant,  even  though  such  claim  is  never 
asserted  by  a  filing  or  entry. 

tkcretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  General  Land  Officey  March 

11, 1896.  (G.  O.  B.) 

The  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Gompany  has 
appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  October  9, 1894,  which  affirmed 
the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  recommending  that  the  applica- 
tion of  Louise  Boumhoefer  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  N£.  ^  of 
Sec.  1,  Tp.  130  N.,  B.  40  W.,  St.  Gloud,  Minnesota,  be  aUowed. 
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It  appears  that  the  tract  is  within  the  ten-mile  (primary)  limits  of 
the  grant  in  aid  of  the  St.  Yincent  extension  of  the  said  road,  as  fixed 
by  the  map  of  definite  location  filed  December  19, 1871,  and  was  listed 
on  account  of  the  grant  October  28,  1879,  list  6. 

It  appears  also  that  the  tract  is  within  the  forty  mile  indemnity  limits 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad,  definitely  located  November  21, 1871, 
bat  outside  of  the  withdrawal  on  general  rente.  The  last  named  com- 
pany has,  however,  made  no  application  to  select  the  tract  in  dispute, 
and  is  therefore  not  a  party  to  the  controversy. 

The  facts,  which  are  not  disputed,  are  recited  in  your  said  office 
decision,  and  are  as  follows : 

In  the  fall  of  1870  (prior  to  the  date  of  definite  location  of  said  road, 
December  19, 1871) : 

Peter  Hanson  moved  on  the  tract,  bnilt  a  shanty,  broke  some  land,  and  continued 
to  live  there  until  May  or  Jane,  1877 ;  that  the  said  Hanson^  daring  said  period,  was 
qaalified  to  make  either  a  pre-emption  or  a  homestead  entry ;  that  when  Hanson 
removed  ftom  the  land  Andrew  Nelson  moved  on,  and  was  sacceeded  by  Franz  Anton 
Boamhoefer;  that  the  present  appbcant  is  the  widow  of  the  said  Bonmhoefer  and 
has  contiDaed  to  live  upon  and  cultivate  said  farm  since  the  death  of  her  husband 
in  1888;  that  she  has  eight  children  to  support,  and  that  her  improvements  on  said 
tract  are  valued  at  $1500.00. 

While  not  denying  that  the  land  was  settled  npon  and  occupied  by  a 
qaalified  pre-emptor  at  the  date  of  definite  location,  yet  the  company 
insists  that  inasmuch  as  the  settler  on  the  land  at  date  of  definite  loca- 
tion Mled  to  assert  any  claim  by  placing  it  of  record,  that  the  right  of 
pre-emption  or  homestead  did  not  thereby  attach;  and  that  it  is  not 
competent  for  other  parties  who  settled  long  after  definite  location  to 
allege  and  prove  that  the  former  occupant  had  a  valid  claim,  when  such 
claim  was  never  asserted  by  a  filing  or  entry. 

The  settlement  and  residence  on  the  land  of  Hanson,  a  qualified 
pre-emptor,  from  1870  to  1877,  was  the  initiation  of  a  right,  and  that 
right  had  attached  at  the  date  of  definite  location.  Such  being  the  fact, 
the  land  was  thereafter  excepted  from  the  grant,  and  the  company  was 
entitled  to  select  indemnity  therefor  under  the  terms  of  the  granting 
act.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Evans,  7  L.  D.,  131;  Northern 
Pacific  R.  R,  Oo.  v.  Bowman,  idem.,  238 ;  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Anrys,  8  L.  D.,  362. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


Austin  v.  Luby  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of -December  28, 1895,  21 
L.  B.,  607,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  March  11, 1896. 
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SCHOOL.  INDBMNITT  SEUSCTIOX— MTHrERAL.  LANDS. 

The  State  of  Califobnla^ 

Sehool  indemnity  selections  of  land  retomed  aa  mineral  will  not  be  allowed  without 
due  compliance  with  the  regnlations  requiring  notice  of  the  application,  and 
affirmative  proof  as  to  the  character  of  the  land. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

lly  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  appears  that  the  State  of  Oalifomia^  on  October  23, 1S94,  offered 
for  filing  three  indemnity  selection  lists,  nnmbered  2400, 2403  and  2404, 
for  lands  described  in  townships  6  and  7,  ranges  12  and  13  E.,  Sacra- 
mento land  district,  which  were  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  because 
the  lands  had  been  retnrned  as  mineral  in  character.  The  State 
appealed,  and  your  office  by  letter  of  Sfarch  4, 1895,.  affirmed  the  action 
below,  wherenpon  it  prosecutes  this  appeal,  alleging  that  it  was  error 
to  refuse  the  indemnity  selections;  that  they  should  have  been  allowed 
and  then  a  hearing  ordered  to  establish  their  character. 

The  x>osition  assumed  by  the  State  is  entirely  unwarrantable. 
Amended  rule  110  of  ^'United  States  Mining  Laws  and  Eegalations 
Thereunder,''  of  December  1, 1894,  promulgated  July  2, 1894  (19  L.  D., 
5),  reads  as  follows: 

In  case  of  application  to  enter,  locate,  or  select  such  landa  as  agrionltiiraly  under 
laws  in  which  the  submission  of  final  proof  after  due  publication  and  posting,  is  no! 
required,  notice  thereof  must  first  be  given  by  publication  for  thirty  days  and  post- 
ing in  the  local  office  during  the  same  period,  and  affirmative  proof  as  to  the  char- 
acter of  the  land  submitted.  In  the  absence  of  allegations  that  the  land  is  mineral, 
and  upon  compliance  with  this  requirement,  the  entry,  location,  or  selection  will  be 
allowed,  if  otherwise  regular. 

This  rule  was  in  force  at  the  time  the  application  to  make  these  indem- 
nity selections  was  presented,  and  it  was  incumbent  on  the  State  to 
comply  therewith  before  they  could  be  allowed. 

Your  office  ludgment  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


Ett^SWA  V.  NOBTHEBN  PACIFIC  R.  E.  Oo. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  4^  1895, 21 
L.  D.,  457,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  March  11, 1896. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBUC   LANDS.  295 

APPMCATIOX  TO  ENTER— PRIORITY. 

Caleb  C,  Williamson. 

An  appUc»nt  for  the  right  of  entry  who^  under  a  rale  adopted  by  the  local  office^ 
depoeits  his  application  and  receives  a  number  corresponding  to  his  place  in  tbo 
line  of  applicants,  and  thereafter  fails  to  respond  to  such  number  when  it  is 
reached  and  called,  loses  his  priority  as  against  a  subsequent  intervening  appli- 
cant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

11, 1896.  (0.  J.  W.) 

On  the  nth  of  December,  1893,  Caleb  G.  WiUiamsou  lodged  in  the 
land  office  at  Enid,  Oklahoma,  an  application  to  enter  Iot|9  3  and  4  and 
the  S.  J,  NW.  J  of  Sec.  2,  T.  23  K.,  R.  7  W.,  which  was  permitted  by  the 
local  officers  to  facilitate  business,  said  applications  to  be  completed  by 
snch  applicants  responding  to  their  number  in  line,  when  it  was  there- 
after called,  and  paying  the  filing  fees  and  receiving  receiver's  duplicate 
receipt.  Williamson  failed  to  respond  to  his  number  when  his  applica* 
tion  was  reached. 

December  15, 1893,  Robert  H.  Stormont  made  application  for  same 
land,  and  was  allows  to  make  entry. 

On  the  5th  of  January,  1894,  Williamson  sought  to  complete  hi» 
application  of  the  11th  of  December,  which  was  rejected  because  of 
confli<;t  with  Stormont's  entry. 

From  this  action  Williamson  appealed  and  on  October  10, 1894,  your 
office  affirmed  the  finding  of  the  local  officers.  Williamson  has  appealed 
from  said  last  named  decision.  The  terms  ux>on  which  his  application 
was  received  not  having  been  complied  with,  Stormont's  entry  waa 
properly  allowed,  and  if  Williamson  has  settlement  rights,  his  remedy 
is  by  contest  of  Stormont's  entry. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


White  v.  Dodge. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  16, 1895^ 
21  L.  D.,  494,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  March  11, 1895. 


?96  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO  THE  PUBLIC   LANDS. 

CONTKST  PROCEEDlXGS-PRACnCE-COSTS. 

Hall  r.  Lake. 

A  oontest  may  be  properly  dismissed  where  the  contestant  declines  to  pay  the  cost  of 
taking  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  contestee,  and  waives  the  preferred  right 
of  entry,  and  it  Is  apparent  that  such  waiver  is  not  in  good  faith. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

11,  1896.  (E.  B.  W.) 

Oil  the  11th  of  September,  1893,  the  above  named  contestee,  Bessie  J. 
Lake,  made  homestead  entry  of  the  S.  ^  SW.  ^  Sec.  2,  and  the  S.  |  SE.  ^ 
feec.  3,  T.  16  N.,  E.  15  W.,  at  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma.  On  the  31st  of  Octo- 
ber, 1893,  she  was  granted  leave  of  absence  for  one  year,  alleging  in  her 
application  that  she  had  made  settlement  on  the  14th  of  September, 
X893,  built  a  house  twelve  by  fourteen  feet  in  size,  and  resided  there 
ever  since ^  that  she  had  two  children,  nine  and  seven  years  old;  that 
the  oldest  of  these  was  sick;  that  because  of  the  great  distance  to 
medical  aid,  and  her  means  being  exhausted,  she  desired  leave  for  the 
purpose  of  going  where  she  could  get  work  whereat  to  make  a  living 
for  herself  and  children,  and  to  make  money  to  improve  her  claim ;  that 
^he  had  no  team  or  tools  to  work  with. 

On  the  12th  of  September,  1893,  the  contestant,  W.  B.  Hall,  made 
homestead  entry  of  the  NW«  J  sec.  11,  T.  16  K,  K.  14  W,,  and  on  the 
ilth  of  January,  1894,  in  the  absence  of  Mrs.  Lake,  he  filed  affidavit  of 
contest  against  her  entry,  alleging  failure  to  establish  residence,  aban- 
doumen  t,  that  her  leave  of  absence  was  contrary  to  law  and  void ;  that  she 
was  a  married  woman  and  not  the  head  of  a  family,  her  husband  being 
alive  and  not  divorced,  and  therefore  not  qualified  to  enter;  and  asking 
to  be  allowed  to  prove  his  allegations,  and  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the 
ll^earing.  Sometime  between  that  date  and  the  21st  of  May,  1893,  the 
day  set  for  the  hearing,  (the  date  is  not  shown  with  certainty)  he 
applied  for  leave  to  change  his  entry  from  the  land  therein  described 
to  the  land  embraced  in  Mrs.  Lake's  entry. 

At  the  hearing,  after  Hall  had  introduced  his  testimony  Mrs.  Lake 
liad  a  witness  sworn  in  her  behalf,  and  then  Hall  announced  that  he 
waived  his  preferred  right  of  entry  under  the  contest,  and  demanded 
that  Mrs.  Lake  be  required  to  pay  the  cost  of  taking  and  transcribing 
her  part  of  the  testimony,  as  provided  in  rule  55  of  the  Rules  of  Prac- 
tice. He  also  announced  his  refusal  to  pay  any  part  of  the  costs  of 
taking  and  transcribing  Mrs.  Lake's  testimony,  and  thereupon  she 
moved  to  dismiss  the  contest,  which  motion  the  register  and  receiver 
sustained.  Hall  appealed,  and  on  the  30th  of  October,  1894,  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  register 
and  receiver  in  dismissing  the  contest,  and  also  rejected  Hall's  applica- 
tion to  amend  or  change  his  entry.  Hall  then  appealed  to  the  Depart- 
ment. 
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The  decision  of  the  Gommissiouer  is  correct.  Hall's  application  to 
enter  the  land  was  pending,  and  it  is  obvious  that  he  thought  it  would 
take  precedence  in  the  event  of  the  cancellation  of  Mrs.  Lake's  entry, 
and  that  his  offer  to  waive  his  preferred  right  was  but  a  subterfuge  to 
evade  payment  of  the  costs,  the  condition  upon  which  the  law  gives 
him  the  preferred  right  to  enter. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  both  as 
to  the  dismissal  of  the  contest  and  rejection  of  the  application  to  amend 
the  entry,  is  affirmed. 

McChrystal  et  al.  t?.  Eureka  Townsite. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  4, 1S95,  21 
L,  D.,  478,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  March  11, 1896. 


PHACTICE-APPEAL-HEARING. 
BOSWBLL  ET  AL.   V.  WaTKINS. 

Tho  acceptance  of  an  appeal  filed  ont  of  time,  and  consideration  thereof  with  other 
appeals  inyolving  the  same  land,  by  ordering  a  hearing  to  determine  the  rights  of 
all  parties,  cnres  any  defect  therein,  in  the  absence  of  objection  thereto  prior 
to  the  hearing  so  ordered. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

lly  1896.  (A.  E.) 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Boswell  and  Hance  from  your  office  decision  of 
October  18, 1895,  allowing  the  application  of  Watkins  to  make  home- 
stead entry  of  the  NW,  J  of  Sec.  4,  Tp.  16  N.,  K.  2  W.,  Guthrie,  Okla- 
homa. 

Watkins  made  application  on  April  27, 1889,  Boswell  on  May  8, 1889, 
and' Hance  July  24, 1889.  All  these  applications  were  rejected  because 
of  the  pending  application  of  certain  townsite  settlers  for  the  same 
land. 

Boswell  and  Hance  appealed  from  the  rejection  of  their  applications 
on  May  8,  and  August  9,  respectively,  but  Watkins  did  not  appeal  until 
September  6, 1889.  I^one  of  these  appeals  appear  to  have  been  con- 
sidered by  your  office,  but  as  the  Department  on  January  13, 1891  (12 
L.  D.,  653),  rejected  the  townsite  application,  your  office,  on  July  24, 
1891,  returned  the  applications  of  Watkins,  Boswell  and  Hance,  and 
dhected  that  a  hearing  be  had  to  determine  who  had  the  prior  right  to 
make  entry  of  the  land.  In  ordering  this  hearing  your  office  directed 
that  in  deciding  the  question. 

Ton  win  take  into  consideration  the  qualifications  of  the  applicants,  the  priority 
and  legaUtj  of  their  initial  acts,  and  the  efforts  made  to  maintain  their  respective 
claims. 

At  this  hearing  all  parties  were  represented,  and  on  July  5, 1894,  the 
local  office  found  that  Watkins  was  the  first  to  settle  upon  the  land; 
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that  shortly  after  filing  his  application,  and  after  he  had  followed  ap 
his  settlement  by  acts  of  improvement,  he  was  taken  sick  and  went  to 
Kansas  for  medical  treatment;  that  while  there  he  received  word  that 
his  Wife  was  dangerously  ill  in  Michigan,  and  he  went  there,  but  did  not 
arrive  until  after  his  wife  had  died ;  that  he  was  unable  through  sickness 
to  return  to  the  land  until  August,  1889.  The  office  then  recommended 
that  the  applications  of  Boswell  and  Hance  be  rejected  and  that  of 
Watkina  allowed. 
Hance  and  Boswell  appealed,  and  on  April  26, 1895,  your  office  held 

that  Watkins,  by  his  failare  to  appeal  in  time  from  the  rejection  of  his  application 

to  enter forfeited  whatever  rights  he  had  acquired  as  a  settler as 

against  an  inter\'ening  adverse  claim,  nnless  there  exists  some  good  reason  for  his 
failure  to  appeal  which  will  excuse  him. 

Your  office  then  rejected  the  applications  of  Boswell  and  Watkins 
and  allowed  that  of  Hance. 

On  a  motion  for  review  your  office,  on  October  18, 1895,  revoked  and 
set  aside  your  decision  of  April  26, 1895,  and  allowed  the  ax>plication 
of  Watkins. 

From  this  Hance  and  Boswell  appealed. 

When  your  office  accepted  the  appeal  of  Watkins,  though  filed  oat  of 
time,  and  considered  it  upon  the  same  basis  as  it  did  the  appeals  of 
Hance  and  Boswell  by  ordering  a  hearing,  any  defect  was  cured,  and 
it  was  too  late  to  raise  the  question  after  the  hearing.  Had  Hance 
and  Boswell  desired  to  raise  the  question  of  error  in  your  office  allow- 
ing Watkins  to  be  a  party  to  the  hearing  after  his  failure  to  appeal  in 
time,  they  should  have  appealed  from  that  ruling,  and  their  neglect  so 
to  do  precludes  them  from  raising  the  point  after  the  hearing. 

In  view  of  this,  the  only  question  which  is  left  to  be  considered  by 
the  Department  is  that  for  which  the  hearing  was  ordered,  to  wit,  <Hhe 
priority  and  legality  of  their  initial  acts." 

Both  the  local  and  your  office  have  found  that  Watkins  was  the  prior 
settler,  and  that  fact  is  not  disputed  by  the  other  parties  to  the  con- 
troversy. The  testimony  sustaining  this  finding,  your  office  decree 
allowing  the  entry  of  Watkins  is  affirmed. 


HOMBSTEAB  ENTRY— MAINTENANCE  OF  RESIDENCE. 

HABT  t).  Gaumnitz. 

A  contract  made  by  a  homesteader  through  which  he  secures  the  cultivation  of  the 
land  by  a  party  who  lives  on  the  land  with  him  for  such  purpose,  and  is  paid  for 
such  service  out  of  the  crops  so  raised,  is  not  inconsistent  with  Uie  maintenance 
of  residence. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ojffioe^  March 

11, 1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

May  11, 1889,  Fred.  Aug.  Wilhelm  Granmnitz  made  homestead  entry 
No.  14,446  for  S \\ .  J,  SW.  J  Se<;.  10,  T.  33  N.,  B.  30  W.,  St  Cloud,  Min- 
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nesota.  Jaly  10, 1894,  he  offered  final  proof  and  Joseph  Hary  appeared 
as  protestant.  On  July  12th,  1894,  the  local  officers  approved  said  final 
proof,  subject  to  the  right  of  appeal.  August  6, 1894,  Hary  appealed 
to  your  office,  alleging  that  the  evidence  showed  that  Gaumnitz  had 
not  resided  continuously  on  the  land  for  five  years,  but  had  been  absent 
from  it  for  more  than  two  years  last  past. 

On  November  25, 1894,  your  office  considered  said  appeal  and  final 
proof  and  rejected  the  final  proof.  Pending  Hary's  appeal  Gaumnitz 
died,  and  within  the  time  allowed  for  appeals,  Oscar  Gaumnitz,  as 
special  administrator  of  said  Fred.  Aug.  Wilhelm  Gaumnitz  deceased 
tiled  his  appeal  from  your  office  decision. 

That  the  case  is  one  of  some  doubt,  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  your 
office  and  the  local  officers  found  differently  on  the  question  of  the 
maintenance  of  residence  by  the  entryman,  during  the  last  two  years 
of  his  entry.    After  a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence,  I  am  satis- 
fied that  the  equities  are  all  with  the  entryman  and  that  the  entry 
should  be  sustained  and  the  final  proof  approved,  unless  the  law  clearly 
demands,  a  different  course.    It  is  clear  that  the  entryman,  an  old  man, 
and  a  widower,  established  his  residence  upon  the  land,  put  all  he  was 
worth  upon  it,  in  improvements,  cleared  twenty-five  to  twenty-eight 
acres,  built  a  dwelling-house,  bam  and  granary  upon  it,  furnished  his 
house  and  resided  upon  the  land  and  cultivated  it  for  three  years. 
These  improvements  are  estimated  at  not  less  than  four  hundred  dol- 
lars.   During  the  last  two  years,  he  is  shown  to  have  been  unable  to 
cultivate  the  land  himself  and  he  entered  into  a  contract  with  Joseph 
Hary,  the  protestant,  in  reference  to  the  cultivation  of  the  land,  for  a 
period  of  three  years.    Under  the  terms  of  that  contract,  the  entry- 
man  reserved  the  right  to  continue  his  residence  on  the  land,  allowing 
Hary  to  occupy  the  building  with  him,  and  none  of  its  furniture  was 
removed.    The  proof  shows  that  he  was  frequently  there  during  the 
two  years  in  question,  but  was  absent  a  good  deal  of  the  time  under 
medical  treatment  in  St.  Cloud.    The  terms  of  the  contract  between 
him  and  Hary  seem  to  have  been  that  Gaumnitz  should  furnish  seed  and 
direct  what  crops  should  be  planted  and  that  Hary  should  do  all  necessary 
work  and  receive  as  compensation  one-half  of  all  the  crops,  to  be  paid 
by  Gaumnitz  on  the  place.    The  supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  in  the  case 
of  A.  L.  Porter  r.  Martin  S.  Chandler,  vol.  27,  page  301,  held  a  similar 
contract  to  be  a  contract  for  hire.    If  a  contract  for  hire,  in  contradis- 
tinction to  one  strictly  of  tenancy,  it  would  not  be  inconsistent  with 
the  maintenance  of  residence  upon  the  part  of  the  land  owner.    I  find 
nothing  in  the  proof  or  conduct  of  Gaumnitz  to  indicate  any  intention 
upon  his  part  to  abandon  his  home  and  select  another  residence  and 
the  question  is,  whether  his  absence,  during  his  ill  health,  under  the 
circumstances  disclosed  by  the  record  maybe  excused.    In  my  opinion 
it  should  be,  and  your  office  decision  is  reversed,  and  the  final  proof  of 
Gaumnitz  approved. 
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CONTEST- APPLICATIOK  TO  ENTER-DEATH  OF  CONTESTANT. 

WiLKA's  Heibs  V.  Martin  bt  al. 

The  right  of  au  actual  settler,  with  a  pending  application  to  make  homestead  entry, 
who  dies  before  the  final  determination  of  a  contest  instituted  by  him  against  a 
prior  adyerae  entry,  descends  to  his  heirs,  and  may  be  perfected  by  them  on  the 
cancellation  of  the  entry  under  attack ;  and  this  right  is  in  no  manner  dependent 
upon  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  26, 1892,  with  respect  to  the  heirs  of  a 
contestant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  pf  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

11, 1896.  (L  D.) 

The  defendants  in  the  case  of  the  Heirs  of  John  H.  Wilka  f .  Robert 
S.  Martin  and  Lillian  S.  Davis,  move  for  a  review  of  departmental 
decision  of  September  dth,  1895  (unreported),  wherein  their  homestead 
eDtries  were  held  for  cancellation  as  to  the  W.  J  of  the  NE.  \  of  Sec. 
25,  T.  88  N.,  E.  45  W.,  Des  Moines  land  district,  Iowa. 

No  point  is  raised  in  either  motion,  that  was  not  made  on  the  apx>eal 
and  considered  in  rendering  the  decision  complained  of. 

This  land  was  included  in  lands  patented  to  Iowa  for  the  Sioux  City 
and  St  Paul  Railroad  Company,  but  became  subject  to  forfeiture 
because  of  the  company's  failure  to  construct  the  road  as  required,  and 
was  by  the  state  reconveyed  to  the  United  States  and  restored  to  entry 
September  12, 1887. 

In  1883  John  H.  Wilka  settled  on  the  land,  and  March  29,  1884, 
applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  so 
settled  on,  including  the  tract  in  controversy. 

His  application  was  rejected  by  the  iocal  officers  for  conflict  with  said 
land  grant,  and  he  appealed. 

Action  upon  this  appeal  was  suspended  June  21, 1884,  pending  action 
on  the  rights  of  the  railroad  company  for  these  and  other  lands,  and  no 
action  was  ever  taken  on  the  appeal. 

On  June  19,  1884,  Martin  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  including  the  tract  in  dispute,  which  was 
rejected  for  the  same  reason. 

Appeal  was  taken  and  action  thereon  suspended  as  in  the  Wilka  case. 

The  land  was  restored  to  entry  September  12, 1887,  and  on  that  day 
Martin  filed  his  application  to  enter,  and  on  September  13, 1887,  Wilka 
filed  his  application. 

The  local  officers  without  a  hearing  on  September  15, 1887,  allowed 
Martin's  entry,  and  rejected  Wilka's  for  the  land  in  controversy. 

Wilka  appealed  from  that  finding,  and  asked  for  a  hearing  which 
was  ordered. 

The  evidence  on  the  hearing  showed  that  Wilka  was  the  prior  settler 
on  the  one  hundred  and  sixty  he  claimed,  including  the  tract  in  dis- 
pute; that  he  tried  to  make  entry  and  upon  rejection  of  his  application 
appealed.  He  continued  to  live  on  the  land  with  his  family  as  a  home 
stead,  and  the  first  day  after  it  was  open  for  entry  he  appeared  at  the 
land  office  to  make  entry. 
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Martin  was  living  upon  adjoining  land  and  appeared  to  enter  the 
laud  he  claimed  including  this  tract,  the  day  it  was  open  for  entry. 
The  evidence  shows  that  so  far  as  possessory  right  can  give  an  equity, 
it  was  with  Wilka.  He  had  lived  on  the  land  as  his  home  for  four 
years  and  showed  no  laches  in  appearing  to  make  entry  when  it  could 
be  done  legally.  The  only  question  left  then  is  whether  the  heirs  of 
Wilka^he  having  died  December  29, 1890,  can  complete  the  entry,  after 
the  decision  results  in  favor  of  the  contest  he  inaugurated. 

It  is  urged  that  the  heirs  of  Wilka  (cannot  have  the  benefit  of  the 
decedent's  contest  because  it  is  claimed  that  the  act  of  Congress  of 
Jaly  26, 1892  (27  Stat.,  270)  amending  Sec.  2,  of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880 
(21  Stat.,  180)  is  ^^  not  retroactive  and  does  not  give  to  the  heirs  of  a 
contestant,  who  died  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  the  right  to  main- 
tain the  contest." 

Id  the  first  place  it  will  be  noticed  that  Wilka  was  not  a  contestant 
such  as  was  contemplated  in  said  act  of  July  26, 1892,  but  was  an 
actual  settler  on  the  land  with  a  pending  application  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  the  land;  and  under  such  circumstances  upon  the  death 
of  the  successful  contestant  his  heirs  had  the  right  to  make  entry  before 
the  passage  of  the  amendment  just  cited. 

That  amendment  extended  the  rights  of  a  contestant  under  a  pend- 
ing contest  to  the  heirs  of  ^^any  person"  who  has  contested. 

A  bona  fide  applicant  for  land  with  an  application  pending  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  had  such  a  right  to  enter  the  land,  as  descended  to 
the  heirs,  before  that  amendment,  even  when  not  settlers  on  the  land. 
Sharrar  v.  Teachman  (5  L.  D.,  422) ;  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Sturm 
(2  L.  D.,  546). 

The  circular  cited  by  attorney  for  Martin  (16  L.  D.,  34),  does  not 
apply  in  this  case. 

The  motion  for  review  is  denied. 


IN DLA.N  RESERVATION-BOUND^VRY  Ii£N£9-R£S  JUDICATA. 

Bed  Lake  and  White  Earth  Indian  Eeseryation. 

The  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  a  boundary  line  of  an  Indian 
reservation,  as  theretofore  sarveyed,  shonld  be  retraced  and  marked  on  the 
groond,  is  a  final  a4jiidication  as  to  the  correctness  of  said  line  that  should  not 
be  distnrbed  by  his  saocessor  in  office. 

The  approved  boundary  line  of  an  Indian  reservation  will  not,  after  a  lapse  of  years, 
be  changed,  where  such  action  will  operate  to  disturb  vested  rights  acquired  in 
good  faith  under  the  previous  executive  action  of  the  Department. 

Where  a  boundary  line  of  a  reservation  that  has  been  lon^i;  accepted  by  the  parties 
ID  interest  is  attacked,  and  a  dilferent  line  alleged  to  be  the  true  one,  and  there 
is  room  for  doubt,  as  to  which  is  the  true  line,  the  doubt  should  be  resolved  in 
favor  of  the  established  line. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  March 

13y  1896.  (J.  I.  P.) 

On  December  27,  1895,  you  submitted  for  my  approval  a  letter  of 
instructions  to  the  registers  and  receivers  at  Grookston  and  Duluth, 
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Minnesota,  relative  to  the  disfftsal  of  the  lands  ceded  by  the  Chippewa 
Indians,  which,  as  a  result  of  th»  oMiination  of  a  portion  of  the  land 
in  the  Bed  Lake  and  White  Earth  Indlaa  reservation,  Minnesota,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Janaary  14, 18W  (2S  Stat,  642)  have  been 
clashed  as  *^  agricultural "  and  are  therefore  8u!)jMk  to  disposal  under 
the  sixth  section  of  said  act.  In  connection  with  this  mttfetar,  yon  sub* 
mitted  for  the  consideration  of  the  Department  the  qucMjum  as  to 
whether  the  southern  boundary  as  laid  down  in  the  latest  towaslap 
plats  shall  be  considered  as  the  accepted  southern  boundary  of  the  Bed 
Lake  reservation  as  it  existed  before  the  cession  under  the  act  of  Jan- 
uary 14, 1889,  9upra, 

I  am  also  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  February  18,  1896,  in 
answer  to  my  reference  to  you  of  a  letter  firom  Mr.  M.  B.  Baldwin,  chair- 
man  of  the  Chippewa  commission,  in  regard  to  the  location  of  the  north- 
west boundary  of  the  Bed  Lake  reservation,  for  investigation  and  report 
thereon,  and  of  your  letter  of  February  19, 1896,  transmitting  the  honae- 
stead  application  of  Livingston  A.  Lydiard  for  the  S.  i  of  the  SE.  } 
of  Sec.  7,  and  the  SW.  J  of  the  SW.  J  and  lot  5  of  Sec.  8,  T.  148  IJ.,  B. 
33  W.,  St.  Oloud  land  district,  Minnesota,  on  appeal  £rom  your  office 
from  the  rejection  thereof  by  the  local  office  at  St.  Cloud;  which  tracts 
are  included  in  the  Bed  Lake  reservation,  as  it  is  now  defined  on  the 
township  plats. 

You  also  transmitted  with  your  letter  of  February  19, 1896,  notices 
of  twenty-five  parties  of  their  desire  to  enter  at  thd  luid  office,  at  St. 
Cloud,  certain  tracts  of  land  in  T.  149  N.,  B.  32  W.,  T.  149  N.,B.  33  W., 
T.  150  N.,  B.  32  W.,  and  T.  151  N.,  B.  32  W.,  which  they  state  they  are 
fully  qualified  to  enter,  but  are  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the  fact  that 
said  lands  are  erroneously  being  treated  as  within  the  ceded  portion  of 
the  Bed  Lake  reservation,  which  is  held  to  be  subject  to  disposal  under 
the  act  of  January  14,  1889,  supra, 

I  gather  from  your  letters  of  December  27, 1895,  and  February  18  and 
19, 1896,  and  the  accompanying  papers,  the  facts: 

By  treaty  with  the  Mississippi  bands  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  Feb- 
ruary 22, 1855  (10  Stat.,  1165),  these  Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States 
their  right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to  all  the  lands  embraced  within 
defined  boundaries. 

By  treaty  with  the  Bed  Lake  and  Pembina  bands  of  Chippewa 
Indians,  of  October  2,  1863  (13  Stat.,  667),  the  Indians  ceded  to  the 
United  States  all  their  right,  title  and  interest  to  all  the  lands  embraced 
within  described  boundaries. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14, 1889  (25  Stat,  642), 
the  Chippewa  Indians  in  Minnesota  ceded  to  the  United  States  all 
their  lands  In  Minnesota  other  than  those  reserved  for  the  purpose  of 
allotment. 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  of 
January  14,  1889,  supra j  for  the  disposal  of  the  lands,  which  may  be 
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classed  as  <*  agricultural,"  a  portion  of  the  lauds  in  the  Bed  Lake  and 
White  Earth  reservations  are  now  subject  to  disposal.  But  before 
opening  these  lands  to  settlement  and  entry,  it  is  deemed  important  to 
determine  the  correct  boundaries  of  the  ceded  lands,  and  a  question  has 
arisen  as  to  the  true  boundary  lines  of  the  reservation. 

First:  As  to  the  southern  boundary. 

This  boundary  is  described  in  the  treaty  of  February  22, 1S56,  supra^ 
as  a  straight  line  extending  from  the  northern  extremity  of  Turtle  lake 
to  the  mouth  of  Wild  Kice  river.  This  line  was  first  surveyed  under 
a  contract  made  February  21, 1872,  with  Thomas  G.  Merrill. 

On  December  2, 1884,  the  Oommissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  transmitted 
to  this  Department  a  letter  from  the  Indian  agent  at  the  White  Earth 
agency,  dated  October  6, 1884,  m  which  it  was  stated  that  the  Indians 
believed  the  southern  boundary  line  of  said  reservation,  as  established 
by  Merrill,  to  be  erroneous ;  that  it  was  about  two  and  one  half  miles  too 
far  north.  The  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  in  his  letter  of  trans- 
mittal, stated  that  in  his  opinion  the  claim  of  the  Indians  was  not  well 
founded,  and  even  if  it  were,  he  doubted  the  feasibility  of  changing  the 
boundary  line  at  that  late  date;  and  he  further  stated  that  he  did  not 
know  that  the  correctness  of  that  line  had  ever  before  been  questioned, 
but  that  he  had  no  doubt  that  it  would  be  well  to  have  the  line  re-run 
and  plainly  marked  in  a  durable  manner.  With  the  correctness  of  that 
boundary  line  thus  called  in  question,  and  with  the  matter  thus  fully 
before  him,  the  then  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  under  date  of  January 
26, 1885,  authorized  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  let  a 
contract  for  the  re-survey  of  the  southern  and  southwestern  boundaries 
of  the  Bed  Lake  reservation  ^^  agreeably  to  the  recommendation  of  the 
Indian  Office,"  and  under  date  of  June  22, 1885,  a  contract  was  let  for 
the  re-snrvey  of  that  line  as  established  by  Merrill. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  was  in  effect  an  adjudication  by  my 
predecessor  of  the  correctness  of  that  line  and  under  the  decisions  of 
the  Department  is  res  judicata.  Rancho  San  Rafael  de  La  Zanja  (4 
L.  D.,  482) ;  Mansfield  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  R.  Co.  (3  L.  D.,  537) ;  Robert 
Carrick  (3  L.  D.,  558) ;  and  State  of  Oregon  (3  L.  D.,  595). 

In  view  of  the  holdings  of  this  Department,  as  indicated  above,  and 
the  fiirther  fact  that  the  line  has  been  established  for  more  than  twenty 
years,  I  do  not  believe  that  it  should  now  be  disturbed  but  that  the 
final  action  of  the  Department  with  reference  thereto  of  January  26, 
1885,  should  be  adhered  to  in  order  that  administrative  action  may  not 
become  involved  in  confusion. 

Ton  wiU  therefore  dispose  of  the  claims  which  you  state  have  been 
mitiated  to  some  of  the  lands  lying  within  the  lines  of  this  boundary 
in  accordance  with  this  holding. 

Second:  As  to  the  northwest  boundary. 

This  boundary  is  described  in  the  second  article  of  the  treaty  of 
October  2, 1863,  supra^  as  beginning  at  the  point  where  the  interna- 
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tional  boundary  between  the  United  States  and  the  British  i>o8se8- 
sioDS  intersects  the  shore  of  the  Lake  of  the  Woods;  thence  in  a  direct 
line  southwestwardly  to  the  head  of  Thief  river;  thence  down  the  main 
channel  of  said  Thief  river  to  its  mouth  on  Red  Lake  river. 

The  question  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  last  boundary  was  pre- 
sented by  Mr.  M.  B.  Baldwin,  Chairman  of  the  Ohipi)ewa  commission, 
by  letter  of  February  7, 1896. 

It  appears  that  the  first  survey  of  this  line  was  made  by  one  Warren 
Adfey,  deputy  United  States  surveyor,  under  a  contract  dated  June  17, 
1873.  Adley  began  at  the  initial  point  described  in  the  treaty^  and 
closed  his  survey  at  the  confluence  of  the  north  and  east  branches  of 
Thief  river  which  he  designated  as  the  head  of  that  stream.  It  appears 
that  upon  .the  earlier  plats  of  this  survey  the  stream  below  the  junc- 
tion was  designated  as  '< Thief  river"  and  above  the  junction  as  the 
east  branch  and  north  branch,  respectively.  It  appears  also  that  in 
1879,  one  George  F.  Hamilton,  a  deputy  United  States  surveyor,  when 
extending  surveys  over  the  public  lands  within  the  vicinity  of  this 
boundary,  and  when  making  a  re-survey  of  this  boundary,  crosses  the 
^^ North  Branch"  of  Thief  river  several  times,  always  referring  to  it  as 
the  ^^  North  Branch,"  and  in  his  survey  of  township  exteriors  and  sub- 
divisional  lines  he  refers  to  the  same  stream  as  the  ^^  North  Branch.^ 
It  appears  also  that  in  the  survey  of  certain  townships  in  April,  1892, 
the  stream  theretofore  called  <^ North  Branch. of  Thief  river"  is  for  the 
first  time  designated  as  Thief  river  and  the  lake  in  which  it  heads  is 
designated  as  Thief  lake. 

The  evidence  would  seem  to  overwhelmingly  establish  the  fact  that 
at  the  time  Adley  made  his  survey  of  the  northwest  boundary  line,  the 
head  of  Thief  river  was  regarded  as  being  at  the  confluence  of  the  east 
and  north  branches  of  that  stream  and  that  the  <^ North  Branch"  was 
not  designated  as  the  main  stream  until  nearly  twenty  years  after  the 
establishment  of  the  line  by  Adley,  and  no  reason  is  given  for  that 
designation. 

If  the  head  of  what  was  known  as  the  <* North  Branch"  should  now 
be  accepted  as  the  head  of  Thief  river  and  the  northwest  boundary 
changed  to  conform  to  that  view,  great  confusion  would  result  because 
of  the  fact  that  the  public  surveys,  to  a  large  extent,  have  been  closed 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  established  line,  to  conform  thereto.  Homest-ead 
entries  have  been  made  and  approved  upon  lands  lying  within  the  dis- 
puted territory,  swamp  land  and  school  selections  have  been  made  and 
approved  in  the  same  territory;  and  the  effect  of  changing  that  bound- 
ary line  or  altering  the  final  action  of  this  Department  in  approving  the 
line,  as  established  by  Adley,  would  tend  to  jeopardisse  and  overthrow 
vested  rights  acquired  in  good  faith  under  the  executive  action  of  this 
Department,  a  thing  which  this  Department  has  held  it  would  not  do. 
J.  0.  Lea  (10  L.  D.,  662).    See  also  S.  P.  Randolph  (15  L.  D.,  433). 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  northwest  boundary  line,  as 
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established  by  Adley  and  approved  by  the  Department,  and  as  recog- 
nized by  all  the  parties  in  interest  for  more  than  twenty  years,  should 
not  now  be  disturbed. 

Third:  As  to  the  eastern  boundary. 

This  boundary y  as  defined  by  the  treaty  of  February  22, 1855,  be^^ins 
at  the  mouth  of  Black  river  where  it  empties  into  Uainey  Lake  river; 
thence  up  Black  river  to  its  source;  thence  in  a  straight  line  to  the 
northern  extremity  of  Turtle  lake.  In  1875  a  survey  of  this  line  was 
made  beginning  at  the  head  of  Turtle  lake  and  closing  at  a  point  where 
tbe  surveyor  found  "  water  running  east  into  Black  river,^  where  he 
established  a  terminal  i>oint. 

The  early  plats  of  the  township  where  the  survey  terminated  indicate 
the  stream  at  that  point  to  be  "Black  river."  The  later  plats  show  it 
to  be  the  south  fork  of  Black  river,  and  a  recent  survey  of  some  of  the 
townships  north  show  that  there  is  a  north  or  west  branch  of  Black 
riyer  and  the  surveyor  general  expresses  the  opinion  that  the  head  of 
that  branch  is  the  head  of  Black  river,  but  he  gives  no  reason  for  his 
conclasion.  The  terminal  point  of  the  survey  made  in  1875,  at  the  head 
of  what  is  now  designated  as  the  south  fork  of  Black  river,  is,  in  fact, 
bat  a  little  less  than  one  half  mile  from  the  head  of  that  fork,  but  in 
twenty  years  a  recession  of  the  river  or  change  in  it  to  that  extent  is 
not  improbable.  There  is  no  more  or  better  argument  for  locating  the 
head  of  Black  river  at  the  beginning  of  the  north  fork  than  there  is  for 
locating  it  at  the  head  of  the  south  fork  where  it  was  located  more  than 
twenty  years  ago.  At  any  rate  there  is  room  for  argument  and  for 
reasonable  minds  to  differ  on  that  proposition. 

Where  a  boundary  line  which  has  been  long  established  and  accepted 
by  the  parties  in  interest  as  the  true  line,  is  attacked,  and  another  and 
different  line  is  alleged  to  be  the  true  line,  and  there  is  room  for  doubt 
as  to  which  is  the  true  line,  the  rule  applicable  in  such  cases  is  that  the 
doubt  should  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  old  established  line.  This  is 
elemental  and  a  reference  to  authority  in  support  of  its  soundness  will 
hardly  be  required. 

The  question  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  east  boundary  is  raised  by 
persons  who  wonid  like  to  initiate  claims  to  the  lands  that  would  become 
pablic  lands  if  the  boundary  should  be  changed  as  suggested.  If  such 
a  change  should  occur,  approximately  200,000  acres  would  be  taken 
from  the  reservation  as  it  now  exists,  with  approximately  25,000,000 
feet  of  valuable  pine  timber  which  has  been  examined  and  appraised  at 
the  expense  of  the  Indians. 

1  am  clearly  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  in  reference  to  these  boundary 
lines,  that  they  should  be  adhered  to  as  now  indicated  upon  the  maps 
and  plats  of  your  office,  except  that  portion  of  the  east  boundary  beyond 
Butler's  terminal  point,  which  should  be  corrected  as  indicated  by  your 
office  letter  "C"  of  the  19th  ultimo;  that  to  change  these  boundaries 
now  would  be  not  only  a  violation  of  all  the  precedents  established  by 
10332— VOL  22 20 
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this  Department  in  snch  matters,  bat  would  be  a  violation  of  vested 
irights  and  contrary  to  public  policy. 

With  yonr  letters  submitting  the  question  of  these  boundaries,  you 
also  transmitted  the  claims  of  individuals  to  certain  tracts  within  the 
boundaries  of  said  reservation,  concerning  which  you  have  asked  me 
:to  express  an  opinion,  the  same  are  herewith  returned  to  you  for  disjx)- 
jsal  in  accordance  with  this  decision. 

The  question  concerning  the  rights  of  the  State  of  Minnesota  to 
Bwamp  lands  within  the  lines  of  this  reservation,  recently  submitted, 
is  now  under  consideration,  and  my  conclusion  with  reference  thereto 
will  be  communicated  to  you  at  an  early  day. 


COAL  LAND— PURCHASE  OF  POSSESSORY  RIGHT. 

SwAiN  r,  Kearney. 

One  who  purchases  the  poflsessory  right  to  a  developed  vein  of  coal,  while  the  title 
to  the  land  ia  still  in  the  United  States,  and  thereafter  remains  in  actual  posses- 
sion thereof,  is  entitled  to  file  a  declaratory  statement  and  perfect  title  there- 
under. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March  13^ 

1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  May  24, 1893,  Daniel  Kearney  filed  coal  declaratory  statement,  Xo. 
79,  for  the  purchase  of  the  N.  J  and  the  SE.  \  of  FE.  \  of  Sec.  12,  T. 
20  N.,  R.  14  E.,  W.  M.,  North  Yakima,  Washington. 

On  May  2, 1895,  at  9  o'clock,  A.  M.,  Carroll  O.  Swain  filed  declaratory 
statement.  No.  80. 

On  May  2, 1895,  at  1  o'clock  P.  M.,  Mary  E.  Kearney  presented  the 
relinquishment  of  Daniel  Kearney  to  coal  declaratory  statement,  No.  79, 
and  filed  her  coal  declaratory  statement.  No.  81,  for  same  land,  alleging 
possession  since  April  1, 1895. 

May  29, 1895,  Mary  E.  Kearney  appeared  at  the  local  land  office,  and 
applied  to  make  final  proof  and  payment  for  the  land;  and  on  that  date 
notice  was  issued  to  Carroll  O.  Swain  to  api>ear  before  the  office  on  July 
6,  1895,  and  show  cause,  if  he  could,  why  the  final  entry  of  Mary  E. 
Kearney  should  not  be  accepted. 

'  On  the  6th  of  July,  1895,  the  parties  appeared  and  testimony  was 
taken. 

On  July  17, 1895,  Mary  E.  Kearney  offered  her  final  proof  in  support 
of  her  claim,  and  on  same  date  Swain  filed  his  protest  against  accept- 
ance of  the  same.  On  the  24th  of  August,  1895,  the  register  and 
receiver  rendered  dissenting  opinions,  the  receiver  finding  that  both 
declaratory  statements  80  and  81  should  be  canceled,  and  the  register 
Ending  that  Swain's  declaratory  statement,  No.  80,  should  be  canceled, 
and  recommending  that  Mary  E.  Kearney  be  permitted  to  complete  her 
»entry  by  payment  for  the  land.    From  these  decisions  Swain  appealed, 
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and  oil  October  26, 1895,  yoar  office  considered  the  case  and  affirmed 
tbe  decision  of  the  register.    From  this  decision  Swain  appeals. 
The  specification  of  errors  is  as  follows : 

1.  It  was  error  to  affirm  the  decision  of  the  register,  dismissiug  the  protest  of 
appellaDt. 

2.  It  was  error  not  to  hold  D.  S.  No.  SI,  made  by  Mary  £.  Kearney,  was  void,  for 
the  reason  that  she  was  not  in  possession  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  same  was  made, 
and  had  never  opened  or  improved  a  mine  thereon. 

3.  It  was  error  to  cancel  D.  S.  No.  80,  made  by  appellant. 

It  appears  that  Michael  McGolgau,  the  agent  of  Mary  E.  Kearney, 
made  a  filing  originally  for  this  land,  and  that  during  the  life  of  it,  he 
sold  his  claim  to  Daniel  Kearney  for  six  hundred  dollars.  After  this 
siile  McColgan  acted  as  Daniel  Kearney's  agent,  and  held  possession 
for  him  during  the  life  of  his  filing,  and  also  did  some  work  on  the  claim, 
boring  a  hole  with  a  diamond  drill  to  the  vein  of  coal.  He  was  also 
active  in  efforts  to  secure  cars  to  remove  the  coal.  There  is  no  question 
about  the  land  being  coal  land  and  having  a  coal  vein  open  thereon. 
During  the  lifetime  of  Daniel  Kearney's  filing,  Mary  E.  Kearney  pur- 
chased his  claim  and  improvements,  consisting  of  the  drill  hole  and 
work  done  in  the  tunnel,  giving  five  hundred  dollars  therefor.  This 
fact  is  not  controverted.  From  the  time  of  her  purchase  and  filing 
McColgan  ac.ed  as  her  agent,  and  continued  in  possession  of  the  land 
as  such  agent.  On  May  1, 1895,  the  day  before  filing  her  statement, 
8lie  appears  to  have  gone  upon  the  land  and  to  have  examined  it  in 
company  with  McColgan.  The  discovery  of  the  coal  mine  was  not  made 
by  any  of  the  parties  to  this  litigation.  McColgan,  first  as  the  agent  of 
Daniel  Kearney,  and  later  as  the  agent  of  Mrs.  Kearney,  has  made 
improvements  of  some  value  and  has  all  the  time  been  endeavoring  to 
arrange  with  the  railroad  company  for  the  removal  of  the  coal.  Up  to 
tbe  time  of  Swain's  filing  he  had  neither  discovered,  developed,  nor 
improved  any  coal  vein  on  the  place,  but  had  recognized  the  validity 
of  Kearney's  claim.  Both  the  local  officers,  as  well  as  your  office,  con- 
carred  in  finding  that  his  filing  is  invalid,  and  I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Tbe  only  real  question  in  the  case  seems  to  be  the  one  about  which  the 
register  and  receiver  differed;  and  that  is,  whether  one  who  purchases 
a  developed  vein  of  coal,  while  the  title  is  still  in  the  United  States, 
may  file  declaratory  statement  and  obtain  title  thereto. 

Discovery  and  improvement  of  coal  mines  seems  to  be  the  chief 
purpose  of  the  laws  in  reference  to  this  subject. 

Section  2348,  Bevised  Statutes,  reads 

Any  x>erBon  or  association  of  persons,  severally  qualified  as  above  provided,  who 
hare  opened  and  improved,  or  who  shall  hereafter  open  and-improve  ajy  coal  mine, 
or  mines  upon  the  public  lands,  and  shall  be  in  actual  possession  of  the  same,  shaU 
1)6  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry. 

Section  2351  reads 

la  case  of  conflicting  claims  upon  coal  lands  whero  the  improvements  shall  be 
commenced  after  the  third  day  of  March,  1873,  priority  of  possessiou  and  improve- 
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mentf  followed  by  proper  filing  and  continued  good  faith,  shall  determine  the 
prefertnce-right  to  parchaae. 

In  this  case  the  evidence  throws  doubt  and  distrust  upon  all  the 
transactions  of  Swain  in  connection  with  the  mine,  and  if  he  has  any 
sort  of  possession  of  it,  it  is  clearly  the  possession  of  a  trespasser. 
The  mine  is  in  condition  to  be  worked  and  operated,  tacking  only 
proper  accommodation  from  the  railroad  company.  The  evidence 
shows  that  those  under  and  through  whom  Mrs.  Kearney  derived  ik>s- 
session,  had  been  in  peaceable  i>osses8ion  of  the  mine  for  a  long  time, 
and  that  even  Swain  had  recognized  their  rights  to  it.  The  x>urchase 
made  by  Daniel  Kearney,  as  far  as  the  evidence  discloses,  was  in  i>er- 
feet  good  faith,  the  subsequent  purchase  from  him  by  hia  wife  seems  to 
have  been  open,  honest  and  fair,  and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  she 
should  not  be  awarded  the  preference  right  to  purchase  said  land. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  approved. 


I 
I 

RAILROAD  GRANT-lu\NI>S  EXCEPTED-DONATION  CXAIM. 

Oregon  and  California  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Kuebel. 

Land  embraced  within  a  notification  of  a  donation  claim,  at  the  time  when  a  railroad 
grant  becomes  eflfective,  is  excepted  from  the  operation  of  said  grant,  though 
claims  of  such  character  are  not  specifically  named  in  the  excepting  clanae  of 
the  grant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

10,  1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  E.  J  SE.  \  of  section  5,  T.  15  S.,  R.  5 
W,,  Roseburg,  Oregon,  land  district. 

Said  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  July 
25, 1866  (14  Stat.,  230),  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Oregon  and 
California  Railroad,  and  opposite  the  section  of  said  road  that  was 
definitely  located  March  26, 1870. 

Benjamin  F.  Sanders  filed  donation  notification  covering  said  land 
November  28, 1855.  June  14, 1882,  Joseph  J.  Kuebel  made  pre-emption 
cash  entry  for  the  land. 

December  14, 1804,  your  office  rendered  decision  herein,  holding  that 
Sanders'  donation  notification  excepted  the  land  from  the  operation  of 
the  grant,  of  July  25, 1866  (14  Stat.,  230).  The  claim  of  the  Oregon  and 
California  Bailroad  Company  to  the  land  was  therefore  rejected  with  a 
view  to  the  consideration  of  the  claims  under  the  pre-emption  cash 
entry  and  the  donation  notification. 

The  appeal  of  the  company  brings  the  case  before  me  for  consideration. 

The  appeal  assigns  error  in  substance  in  holding  that  the  exception 
made  in  said  grant,  of  lands  "granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied  by 
homestead  settlers,  pre-empted  or  otherwise  disposed  of"  includes  lands 
covered  by  donation  notifications. 
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Tbe  fact  that  donation  claims  are  not  specifically  mentioned  in  the 
excepting  clause  of  said  act  of  July  25,  1866  (14  Stat.,  239),  can  not 
deprive  donation  claimants  of  rights  acquired  under  the  donation  act 
of  September  27,  1850  (9  Stat.,  496).  The  land  was  claimed  under 
Sanders'  notification  at  the  time  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road 
and  is  therefore  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant.  The  decision 
api)ealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


R.ULROAD  GRAXT-IXI>EMNITY  SELECTION— SPECIFIC ATIOX  OF  LOSS. 

Northern  Pacific  R.  li.  Co.  r.  Holtz. 

The  onler  of  May  2S,  1883,  waiving  specification  of  loss  in  support  of  indemnity 
selections,  was  made  at  a  time  wlieu  the  indemnity  .withdrawals  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  were  held  valitl,  and  that  fact  must  be  considered  and 
given  effect  in  determining  the  scope  and  purpose  of  said  order,  although  such 
withdrawals  are  now  held  invalid. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

16j  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  tbe  appeal  by  tbe  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Company 
from  your  office  decision  of  November  19, 1894,  rejecting  its  selection 
covering  the  8W.  J  of  the  NW.  i  »ec.  3,  T.  133  N.,  R.  42  W.,  St.  Cloud 
land  district,  Minnesota. 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  company 
and  was  included  in  its  lists  of  selections  filed  December  29, 1883,  and 
July  IG,  1885.  Neither  of  these  lists  was  accompanied  by  a  designation 
of  losses  the  same  not  being  supplied  until  April  2G,  1892 

On  January  12, 1886,  Frederick  Holtz  made  homestead  entry  of  this 
laud  upon  which  he  made  proof  and  final  certificate  issued  January  15, 
1892. 

Your  office  decision  holds  that  the  company's  selections  of  December 
29, 1883,  and  June  16, 1885,  were  not  protected  by  the  general  order  of 
May  28, 1883  (12  L.  D.,  196),  because  said  order  did  not  contemplate 
the  selection  of  lands  subject  to  settlement  without  designating*  a  basis 
therefor,  but  was  applicable  only  to  such  of  the  lands  as  were  covered 
by  withdrawal.  John  O.  Miller  r.  Northern  Pacific  R.  It.  Co.  (11  L.  D., 
428). 

It  is  contended  by  the  company  in  its  appeal  that  since  the  repeated 
ruling  of  this  Department  holding  that  there  was  no  authority  for  an 
indemnity  withdrawal  on  account  of  the  grant  for  this  company,  that 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  John  O.  Miller  r.  The  Company,  supra^  is 
without  efifect  since 

if  there  were  no  legally  withdrawn  landR^  then  there  were  no  exceptions  to  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Secretary's  order  of  May  28,  1883,  and  it  applies  to  all  the  lands  in  the 
indemnity  limits. 
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I  am  unable  to  agree  with  this  reasoning,  for  in  considering  the  scope 
and  purpose  of  the  order  of  1883,  the  condition  then  existing  mast  be 
taken  into  consideration.  At  the  time  of  the  issue  of  this  order  the 
indemnity  withdrawals  made  on  aecount  of  this  grant  were  respected, 
and  although  these  orders  of  withdrawal  are  no  longer  regarded,  yet 
tbis  in  nowise  affects  the  distinction  pointed  out  in  the  Miller  case, 
supra. 

The  land  in  question  was,  both  at  the  dates  of  the  filing  of  the  map 
of  definite  location  and  the  withdrawal  ordered  thereon,  embraced  in 
the  prima  facie  valid  homestead  entry  of  David  Deplock,  made  August 
4, 1868,  and  canceled  May  22, 1874.  It  is  clear  therefore  that  if  the 
withdrawal  was  held  to  have  been  valid  the  same  would  not  embrace 
the  tract  in  question,  and  as  the  distinction  made  in  the  Miller  case 
wherein  it  was  held  that  the  order  of  May  28, 1883,  did  not  contemplate 
the  selection  of  lands  subject  to  settlement  without  designating  the 
bases  therefor,  has  since  been  uniformly  followed^  I  must  affirm  your 
office  decision  and  the  company's  selections  covering  the  land  in  ques- 
tion will  be  canceled. 


OKI^AHOMA  LANDS— CHEROKEE  OUTLET— SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

Bowles  t\  Fbaizee. 

Initial  acts  of  settlement  are  sufficient  if  of  snch  character  as  to  give  notice  that  the 

land  is  claimed  under  the  settlement  laws. 
The  period  of  inhibition  against  entering  upon  lands  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet  dates 

from  the  proclamation  of  the  President  annonncing  the  time  when  said  lands 

would  be  open  to  settlement. 
During  the  pendency  of  a  contest  initiated  by  one  who  claims  priority  of  settlement 

it  is  incumbent  upon  the  contestant  to  maintain  his  original  settlement  rights 

and  establish  residence  on  the  land. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

16 y  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  September  20, 1893,  Eli  J.  Fraizer  made  Ijomestead  entry  No.  177 
for  NW.  4  Sec.  14,  T.  20  N.  E.,  9  W.,  Alva,  Oklahoma.  The  land  was 
a  part  of  the  Cherokee  Outlet  which  by  proclamation  of  the  President 
of  August  19, 1893,  was  declared  open  to  settlement  on  September  16, 
1893. 

On  September  23,  1893,  Alva  M.  Bowles  filed  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry,  alleging  that  he  was  the  first  legal  settler  upon  the 
land.    A  hearing  was  ordered  and  set  for  the  17th  of  April,  1894. 

On  that  day  both  parties  appeared  and  defendant  filed  an  affidavit 
for  continuance  on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  two  witnesses.  Plaiu- 
titf  admitted  that  the  witnesses  would  testify  as  claimed  by  defendant 
and  the  trial  proceeded. 

Defendant's  attorney  cross-examined  plaintiff's  witnesses,  and  intro- 
duced certain  letters,  through  their  identification  in  the  testimony,  but 
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when  plamtiff  rested  his  case,  defendant  demurred  to  the  sufficiency  of 
plaintiff's  evidence  and  declined  to  introduce  testimony  in  his  own 
behalf.  On  July  7, 1894,  the  local  officers  overruled  the  demurrer,  and 
held  that  plaintiff  had  established  his  priority  of  right  and  recom- 
mended the  cancellation  of  defendant's  entry. 

On  August  2, 1804,  defendant  appealed  from  said  decision  to  your 
office,  assigning  various  grounds  of  error.  On  December  7, 1894,  your 
office  considered  said  case  and  specification  of  errors  and  affirmed  the 
decision  of  the  local  officers.  On  the  9th  of  February,  1895,  defendant 
filed  his  appeal  from  your  office  decision,  m  which  he  si>ecifies  six 
grounds  of  error.  The  3rd,  4th,  5th  and  6th  grounds  embrace  ail  the 
material  questions  involved. 

The  3nl  ground  is  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  Bowles  made  any 
valid  settlement  on  the  land  in  question  on  September  16, 1893,  or  prior 
to  the  attachment  of  Fraizer's  rights. 

4th.  It  was  error  to  hold  that  defendant  had  notice  of  any  valid  claim 
by  contestant,  to  said  land. 

5th.  It  was  error  not  to  hold  that  contestant  was  disqualified  from 
entering  the  lands  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet. 

6th.  It  was  error  not  to  hold  that  contestant,  had  failed  to  fbllow  up 
his  alleged  settlement, by  establishing  residence  on  said  land  as  required 
by  law,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  had  actual  knowledge  of 
defendant's  adverse  claim. 

The  3rd  ground  alleges  the  insufficiency  of  contestant's  acts  of  set- 
tlement made  on  the  day  of  opening  and  will  be  first  considered.  Aa^ 
defendant  offered  no  evidence  as  to  what  these  acts  were,  the  statement^ 
of  contestant  and  his  witnesses  must  be  taken  as  true.  These  are  in. 
snbstance  that  about  twelve  minutes  after  12  o'clock  noon  on  the  day 
of  opening  he  reached  th^  land  in  dispute  and  immediately  set  up  a^ 
Btake  with  a  flag  on  it.  That  he  commenced  a  well,  which  was  thea 
sunk  to  a  depth  of  about  three  feet,  that  one  or  more  mounds  were: 
thrown  up  near  the  supposed  line  and  other  stakes  set  along  the  sup- 
posed line.  That  his  wagon  was  left  standing  upon  the  claim.  That 
be  and  others  spent  the  evening  in  hunting  for  and  endeavoring  to  locate 
the  comers  and  lines.  That  next  morning  he  had  three  or  four  furrows- 
ran  around  about  an  acre  of  ground,  sufficient  to  attract  the  attentioa 
of  anyone  passing  near  it.  The  initial  acts  of  settlement  are  addressed 
to  the  purpose  of  giving  notice  that  the  land  is  taken  and  claimed.  Inr 
my  opinion  these  acts  were  sufficient  to  accomplish  the  purpose  intended 
aud  were  of  the  character  used  in  most  instances  on  the  day  of  opening* 
in  Oklahoma.  The  peculiar  circumstances  attending  settlements  hur* 
riedly  made  are  to  be  taken  into  account  as  was  held  in  the  case  of  Hurt 
r.  Giffin  (17  L.  D.,  162). 

The  4th  ground  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  defendant  had  notice 
of  any  valid  claim  by  contestant  scarcely  deserves  separate  considera- 
tion, since  the  evidence  clearly  shows  that  these  acts  and  signs  of  set- 
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tlemeut  were  pointed  ont  by  contestant  to  defendant  on  the  evening  of 
the  opening,  when  he  came  npon  the  land,  accompanied  by  contestant's 
verbal  statement  that  the  claim  was  his.  There  can  be  no  question  of 
notice  to  defendant  of  contestant's  claim. 

The  5th  groand  of  error  presents  the  question  of  soonerism,  as  appli- 
cable to  lands  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet  opened  to  settlemeut  under  the 
proclamation  of  the  President  of  date  of  19th  of  August,  1893.  It  was 
Leid  in  the  recent  case  of  Townsite  r.  Morgan  et  aL  (21  L.  D.,  496)  that 
as  to  the  Cherokee  Outlet  the  inhibited  period,  dates  from  the  procla- 
mation opening  it  to  settlement.  As  the  evidence  does  not  show  the 
contestant  to  have  been  in  the  Territory  after  said  proclamation,  and 
before  the  opening,  this,  under  the  evidence,  disposes  of  the  5th  ground. 

The  Gth  and  last  ground  presents  a  more  serious  question  and  one 
not  so  well  settled  by  former  a^udications.  It  in  substance  charges 
t*bat  contestant  has  failed  to  follow  up  and  maintain  his  initiatory  acts 
of  settlement  by  residence  and  improvements  as  required  by  law,  pend- 
ing his  contest.  That  contestant  was  bound  to  maintain  his  original 
settlement  rights  by  such  acts  as  would  clearly  negative  the  idea  of  their 
abandonment  is  clear  and  to  establish  residence  upon  the  land  within 
a  reasonable  time.  It  is  hardly  to  be  expected  that  improvements  of  a 
very  valuable  and  permanent  character  will  be  made  while  the  title  is 
in  litigation  and  doubt,  nor  does  the  law,  I  think,  require  it.  The  main- 
tenance of  the  original  settlement  followed  by  residence  is  suflScient. 

The  defendant  in  this  case  insists  that  he  has  the  more  valuable 
improvements  and  that  his  residence  has  been  longer  upon  the  land. 
The  witnesses,  however,  estimate  the  value  of  the  improvements  to  be 
about  equal.  The  contestant  was  delayed  in  the  erection  of  a  building 
suitable  fdr  residence  by  cutting  his  foot  while  working  at  his  improve- 
ments, but  he  seems  to  have  established  his,  residence  on  the  place  in 
December,  1893,  about  three  months  from  the  time  of  lus  first  acts  of 
settlement.  He  has  preserved  his  rights  and  your  ofKce  decision  is 
approved. 


TIMBER  CirLTURE  CONTEST-COMPLIANCE  WITH  LAW-COSTS. 

Reynolds  r.  Ramsdkll. 

The  arid  condition  of  land  embraced  within  a  timber  culture  entry  docs  not  excuse 
non-compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law. 

A  contestant  who  attacks  a  timber  culture  entry  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  pre- 
ferred right  of  entry  must  pay  the  costs  of  such  proceeding;  and  the  contestee 
in  such  a  case  should  not  be  required  to  pay  for  testimony  submitted  by  him  in 
good  faith  as  a  part  of  his  defense. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Land  Office j  March  16 j  1896, 

(C.  J.  W.) 

Edward  E.  Bamsdell  made  timber  culture  entry  for  SW.  J,  Sec.  34, 
T.  4  X.  R.  Go  \V.,  Denver,  Colorado,  March  IG,  1885. 
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On  December  28, 1893  Samuel  Eeynolds  filed  contest  against  said 
entry,  alleging  that  no  trees  were  then  growing  on  the  land;  that  no 
treeei  had  been  planted  on  it  since  1888;  that  defendant  had  planted 
only  about  four  acres  of  trees  and  had  failed  to  cultivate  and  water,  or 
otherwise  care  for  them. 

The  testimony  in  the  case  was  taken  before  the  clerk  of  the  district 
court  of  Weld  County,  Colorado,  on  February  5,  1894,  The  costs 
amounting  to  forty-seven  dollars  and  eighty-five  cents  were  paid  by  the 
plaintifif. 

On  February  26, 1894,  plaintiff  made  a  motion  to  retax  the  costs  and 
required  the  defendant  to  deposit  $32.50,  which  motion  the  register  and 
receiver  sustained  and  on  the  same  day  made  their  decision,  and  the 
defendant  appealed,  without  mentioning  the  motion  to  retax  costs,  and 
did  not  make  the  deposit  as  required.  By  letter  "  H  "  of  July  30, 1894, 
your  office  without  passing  upon  the  correctness  of  the  action  of  the 
local  officers  in  sustaining  said  motion,  directed  that  tbey  notify  defend- 
ant that  his  appeal  would  not  be  considered,  unless  within  thirty  days 
from  said  notice  he  paid  to  the  receiver,  the  sum  of  $32.55,  to  be  held 
bv  him  and  await  the  final  determination  of  the  case.  The  amount  was 
accordingly  deposited  by  the  defendant.  The  motion  to  retax  the  cost 
rests  on  the  theory  that  defendant,  who  was  the  first  witness  sworn  in 
his  own  behalf,  admitted  the  truth  of  the  allegations  set  out  in  the  con- 
test affidavit  and  that  the  testimony  of  the  other  witnesses  was  there- 
fore irrelevant  The  defendant  substantially  admitted  the  truth  of  the 
facts  charged  but  set  up  additional  facts  by  which  he  sought  to  avoid 
the  consequence  of  his  failure  to  plant  trees  since  1888.  The  plaintiff 
it  seems  did  not  during  the  progress  of  the  trial  object  to  ])aying  the 
costs  of  transcribing  the  testimony  of  any  witness,  until  after  the  wit- 
ness had  testified,  been  cross  examined  and  discharged. 

On  [N^ovember  23, 1894,  your  office  passed  upon  defendant's  api>eal 
and  also  considered  and  passed  u))on  defendant's  liability  for  the  costs, 
to  cover  which  said  deposit  had  been  required. 

In  reference  to  the  matter  of  costs  your  office  held,  that  in  as  much 
as  plaintiff  made  no  objection  to  paying  costs  during  the  pendency  of 
the  trial  so  as  to  put  defendant  on  notice  of  what  evidence  was  deemed 
irrelevant,  the  motion  to  retax  was  improperly  allowed,  but  affirmed  the 
finding  of  the  local  officers  that  the  entry  should  be  canceled. 

From  this  decision  Ramsdell  appeals  in  so  far  as  said  decision  holds 
his  entry  for  cancellation.  He  bases  his  appeal  upon  the  ground  that 
during  the  years  1888  and  the  date  of  the  contest  in  December  1893,  he 
was  unable  to  obtain  water  for  irrigating  purposes  and  that  he  had 
demonstrated  by  experience  that  it  was  useless  to  plant  trees  until  he 
did  obtain  a  supply  of  water  and  that  he  acted  in  good  faith  and  had 
finally  succeeded  in  making  aiTangenieuts  for  an  adequate  supply  of 
water.  The  cessation  of  all  effort  to  plant  and  cultivate  trees  for  three 
or  four  consecutive  years,  is  fatal  to  this  entry  especially  since  the  con- 
test was  filed  pending  the  default. 
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Keynolds  also  appeals  from  so  mach  of  your  office  decision  as  relieves 
Eamsdell  of  the  costs  of  the  testimony  offered  by  him.  I  find  no 
authority  for  the  order  made,  requiring  Eamsdell  to  deposit  money  to 
pay  the  costs,  he  being  the  defendant  in  a  contested  timber  culture 
entry,  where  the  contestant  claims  the  preference  right  of  entry.  The 
costs  in  this  case  should  have  been  taxed  under  rule  54  of  practice. 
Under  rule  41  the  local  officers  are  clothed  with  the  power  of  keeping 
out  of  the  record  obviously  irrelevant  testimony,  that  is  testimony 
readily  recognized  as  irrelevant,  not  alone  by  the  legal,  but  the  common 
mind. 

I  know  of  no  rule  for  taxing  costs  for  obviously  irrelevant  and  clearly 
useless  testimony.  The  requirement  made  of  Baiusdell  to  deposit 
money  to  pay  costs  seems  to  be  based  on  the  idea  that  the  testimony  by 
which  he  supi>orted  his  defense  was  obviously  irrelevant  in  the  mean- 
ing of  the  rule,  and  therefore  he  should  pay  for  it.  As  to  whether  it  is 
of  this  character,  is  still  the  subject  matter  of  serious  and  earnest  con- 
troversy between  learned  counsel,  carried  on,  we  must  suppose  with 
some  degree  of  sincerity.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  most  likely 
that  the  defendant  acted  in  perfiBct  good  faith,  and  honestly  believed  in 
the  sufficiency  of  his  defense  and  the  relevancy  of  the  testimony  offered. 
The  result  of  his  mistake,  is  the  cancellation  of  his  entry  and  the 
extinguishment  of  his  claim  to  the  land.  As  his  defense  appears  to 
have  been  made  in  good  faith  I  see  no  reason  why  he  should  be  required 
to  pay  the  costs,  and  the  money  deposited  with  the  receiver  by  him 
should  be  returned  to  him. 

Your  office  decision  is  approved. 


REPAYMENT-DESERT  LAND  ENTRY-INITLIL  PAYMENT. 

William  R.  Bentley. 

There  is  no  aathority  of  law  for  the  repayment  of  the  excess  erroneously  charged 

in  the  initial  payment  made  on  a  desert  land  entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  March 

16y  1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

William  R.  Bentley  has  appealed  from  the  decision  of  your  office 
denying  his  application  for  repayment  of  one  half  of  the  initial  pur- 
chase-money paid  on  his  desert  land  entry  of  the  NW.  J  of  section  24, 
township  1  N.,  range  66  W.,  made  on  April  1,  1891,  at  the  Denver, 
Colorado,  land  office. 

It  appears  that  at  the  time  of  entry  he  was  wrongfully  required  to 
pay  fifty  cents  an  acre  instead  of  twenty  five  cents,  and  having  now 
relinquished  the  entry  on  the  ground,  as  he  states,  of  the  impossibility 
of  covering  said  land  Avith  water,  he  now  asks  that  he  be  refunded  the 
excess  erroneously  required  of  bim. 
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• 

The  action  of  your  office  is  based  on  the  authority  of  Henry  L. 
Davis,  12  L.  D.,  632,  and  George  W.  Crane,  10  L.  B.,  170.  Under 
date  of  February  2,  1892,  the  registers  and  receivers  of  the  United 
States  land  offices  were  instructed  that  in  cases  where  parties  had 
made  an  initial  payment  of  fifty  cents  an  acre,  a  balance  of  seventy 
five  cents  should  be  accepted  upon  their  submitting  final  proof.  The 
Crane  case,  supra,  simply  follows  those  instructions. 

In  the  case  now  before  me,  however,  the  filing  of  the  relinquishment 
deprives  the  entryman  of  the  advantage  of  having  his  final  payment 
reduced,  and  he  is  therefore  without  remedy  unless  repayment  be 
allowed.  But  under  the  law  as  heretofore  construed  by  this  Depart* 
ment  it  cannot  be  allowed.  In  the  case  of  Frank  A.  White,  17  L.  D., 
339,  the  entryman  was  required  to  ])ay  fifty  cents  an  aere  at  the  time 
of  his  application  and  an  additional  sum  of  two  dollars  an  acre  when 
he  made  final  x)roof,  and  since  the  entry  embraced  three  hundred  and 
twenty  acres,  the  excess  amounted  to  $400,  It  was  said  that  "  there 
is  no  question  but  that  White  was  required  to  pay  $400  too  much  for 
his  land,"  but  it  was  held  that  no  legislation  on  the  subject  applied  to 
the  facts  of  the  case,  and  White's  application  for  rex>ayment  was 
accordingly  denied.    See  also  Stockard  W.  OoflFee,  19  L.  D.,  580. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


UMATIX.I.A  CxlSH  ENTRY— FINAL,  PROOF— SUCCESSION. 

Glabisse  Fattbabe. 

The  administrator  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  purchaser  of  UmatiUa  lands  may  sabmit 
final  proof  id  support  of  the  purchase  made  by  the  decedent. 

The  laws  regulating  succession  under  homestead  entries  are  not  applicable  to  Umatilla 
cash  entries.  The  rights  of  a  deceased  entryman,  intestate,  in  the  latter  case 
descend  to  the  heirs  and  are  subject  to  administration  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  state  in  which  the  land  is  situated. 

Secretary  Stnith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

16^  1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

On  April  20^  1891,  Michael  Le  Compte  bought  at  public  sale  lots  1 
and  2  and  the  N.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  section  10,  township  3  K.,  range  34 
E.,  La  Grande,  Oregon,  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1885  (23  Stat.,  340), 
providing  for  the  sale  of  Umatilla  lands,  and  paid  the  first  installment 
of  one  third  of  the  purchase  i)rice  on  that  date.  On  April  20, 1892,  he 
paid  the  second  installment,  and  died  shortly  thereafter,  intestate. 
On  January  .9,  1893,  P.  A.  Worthingtou,  who,  previously,  had  been 
appointed  and  had  qualified  as  administrator  of  Le  Compters  estate, 
paid  the  third  and  last  installment  and  received  the  final  certificate, 
and  on  the  same  day  made  final  proof  which  was  received  and  approved 
by  the  register  and  receiver. 

I-^  Compte's  sole  heir  is  a  sister,  Mrs.  Clarisse  Faubare,  who  resides 
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at  Junction  City,  Wisconsin,  and  sbe  has  appealed  from  the  decision 
of  jonr  office  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation  on  the  groaod  that  the 
final  affidavit  was  improi)erly  made  by  the  administrator  instead  of  by 
the  heir.  It  is  proper  to  state  here  that  this  final  action  was  taken  by 
your  office  only  after  the  entry  had  been  for  a  time  held  in  suspension 
in  order  to  afford  the  heir  opportunity  to  make  tbe  required  proof. 

The  record  discloses  that  there  is  conflict  between  the  administrator 
and  the  heir  in  this,  that  the  latter  desires  the  title  to  the  land  to  vest 
in  her  disencumbered  of  the  cntryman's  debts,  while  the  former,  who 
personally  advanced  the  money  for  the  final  payment,  seeks  to  have  the 
land  pass  under  his  administration  and  applied  to  decedents  debt«. 
With  that  controversy  this  Department  has  no  concern.  The  laws  of 
Oregon  must  control  it. 

Preliminarily,  however,  to  a  final  disposition  of  the  case,  it  may  be 
said  that  in  no  event  does  the  authority  reside  in  your  office  to  cancel 
the  entry.  As  was  correctly  announced  in  the  case  of  Charles  O.  Fan- 
ning,  20  L.  D.,  297, 

while  yoa  should  refhse  to  issue  patent  upon  a  purchase  of  these  lands  until  satis- 
factory proof  of  residence  and  onltivation,  usrequired^  is  shown,  yet,  if  the  payments 
are  made  within  the  time  required,  an  entry  cannot  be  avoided. 

With  respect  to  the  principal  issue  as  to  whether  or  not  final  affidavit 
may  properly  be  made  by  the  administrator,  I  have  felt  no  hesitancy  in 
reaching  the  conclusion  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  it 
was  his  duty  to  do  any  and  all  things,  including  the  making  of  final 
proof,  that  he  deemed  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  estate  com- 
mitted to  his  administration.    Under  the  laws  of  Oregon 

the  administrator  is  entitled  to  the  possession  and  control  of  the  property  of  the 
deceased,  both  real  and  personal,  and  to  receive  the  rent-s  and  profits  thereof  until  the 
Administration  is  completed,  or  the  s«irae  is  surrendered  to  the  heirs  by  order  of  the 
court  or  the  Judge  thereof.    HilVs  Annotated  Laws,  Vol.  1,  Sec.  1120. 

The  right  of  jiossession  and  control  carries  with  it  ej?  necessitate  reij  the 
correlative  dut^  of  guarding  the  interests  of  the  estate  in  whatever 
manner  they  may  appear.  The  making  of  final  proof  was  a  necessary 
and  legitimate  act  of  administration  which  the  administrator  could  not 
have  neglected  without  a  breach  of  duty. 

Itwaserror  in  the  decision  appealed  from  to  apply  the  regulations 
growing  out  of  the  special  provisions  governing  succession  under  the 
homestead  laws  to  Umatilla  cash  entries.  The  rights  of  the  deceased 
entryman,  intestate,  in  the  latter  case,  descend  to  the  heirs  and  are 
subject  to  administration,  according  to  the  law  of  the  situs  of  the  land. 
There  are  no  special  laws  regulating  descent  in  such  cases.  It  follows, 
therefore,  that  any  controversy  that  may  arise  between  the  adminis- 
trator, the  creditors  and  the  heir,  must  be  determined  by  the  courts  of 
tbe  State  of  Oregon  according  to  the  laws  of  that  State. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  reversed,  and  it  is  now  ordered  that 
patent  issue  in  the  name  of  Michael  Le  Compte,  the  deceased  entryman, 
and  that  the  final  certificate  be  corrected  accordingly. 
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mixing  claim-kxowx  l.od£  within  pjlacer. 

Valley  Lode. 

Aft«T  the  issuance  of  a  placer  patent  the  Department  cannot  assume  that  a  known 
lode  existed  within  the  limits  of  said  placer  at  the  date  of  the  application  there- 
for, merely  because  a  conflicting  lode  location  antedatesthelocation  of  the  placer. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commvishmer  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

If},  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  record  before  me  shows  that  George  W.  Farliu,  on  October  24^ 
1881,  made  mineral  entry  No.  710  of  the  Valley  lode,  lot  No.  216,  Helena, 
Montana,  land  district. 

On  Febmary  18, 1891,  your  office  held  the  entry  for  cancellation  to 
the  extent  of  its  conflict  with  the  patented  placer  claim,  entry  No.  575, 
Quder  the  authority  of  the  doctrine  announced  in  Pike's  Peak  Lode 
(1()  L.  D.,  200).  Service  of  this  decision  was  made  upon  Farlin  by 
registered  letter  February  24, 1891. 

No  action  having  been  taken  by  the  entryman,  your  office  by  letter  of 
December  27,  1894,  canceled  the  entry  as  to  the  conflict.  The  local 
office  was  directed  to  note  the  same  on  their  records  and  to 

notify  the  claimant  and  allow  him  sixty  days  in  which  to  apply  for  an  amended  sur- 
vey properly  describing  the  claim  after  eliminating  that  part  thereof  herein  canceled. 
And  yon  will  farther  a^lvise  said  claimant  that  in  the  event  of  his  failure  or  refusal 
to  apply  for  the  amended  snrvey  herein  ordered  within  said  period  of  sixty  days, 
his  said  entry  710  will,  in  the  absence  of  appeal,  be  canceled  in  its  entirety  without 
farther  notice  to  him. 

In  response  to  this,  counsel  for  the  present  own^r  of  the  claim  filed  a 
letter  asking  that  your  office  judgment  be  recalled  and  further  action 
be  held  in  abeyance  pending  the  disposition  of  a  suit  pending  in  court, 
by  which  it  was  stated  the  conflict  would  be  adjusted.  This  statement 
not  having  been  made  under  oath,  and  there  being  no  evidence  before 
your  office  of  any  transfer  of  the  claim,  you  denied  this  request  by 
letter  of  Febmary  8, 1895,  whereupon  the  Bannister  Mining  Company 
prosecute  this  appeal,  assigning  numerous  grounds  of  error. 

There  was  also  filed  In  your  office,  two  days  after  the  appeal  was  pre- 
seuted,  an  affidavit  by  one  £Ii  D.  Bannister  by  which  it  is  shown  that 
be  purchased  of  Farlin  the  Valley  lode  July  8, 1891;  that  on  December 
30,  following  he  transferred  it  to  the  Bannister  Mining  Company;  that 
he  is  the  president  of  said  company;  that  the  company  had  no  notice 
of  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

In  my  view  of  this  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss,  the  many  ques- 
tions suggested  and  argued  by  counsel  in  his  brief.  At  the  time  your 
office  promulgated  its  decisions  of  July  18, 1891,  and  December  27, 
1894,  the  doctrine  in  the  Pike's  Peak  Lode,  as  reported  in  10  L.  D., 
200  and  14.  Id.,  47,  prevailed  in  the  Department.    That  case,  however, 
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was  overruled  by  the  South  Star  Lode  (20  L.  D.,  204)  and  the  rule 
therein  announced  is  (syllabus) : 

When  it  is  aBcertained  by  inquiry  instituted  by  the  Department,  or  determined  by 
a  court  of  competent  Jurisdiction,  that  a  lode  claim  exists  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  land  covered  by  a  placer  patent,  and  that  such  ]o<le  claim  was  known  to  exist  at 
the  date  of  the  application  for  such  patent,  and  was  not  applied  for,  it  must  be  held 
that  the  claim  embraced  in  said  lode  la  reserved  from  the  operation  of  the  convey- 
ance by  the  genwiU  terms  of  exception  therein,  and  that  patent  may  issue  therefor, 
if  the  law  has  been  in  other  respects  fully  complied  with. 

There  is  no  evidence  before  the  Department  that  a  known  lode  did 
exist  in  the  ground  claimed  by  the  Valley  within  the  limits  of  mineral 
entry  575  at  the  date  of  the  application  for  patent  therefor.  The  De- 
partment cannot  assume  that  a  known  lode  does  exist  simply  because 
the  lode  location  antedates  that  of  the  placer,  especially  after  the  placer 
patent  has  gone  out.  The  application  for  the  placer  patent  is  not  before 
me,  but  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  statutory  affidavit  that  there  were 
no  known  veins  or  lodes  within  its  area  w^as  made  and  filed. 

Your  office  judgment  of  December  27, 1894,  will  therefore  be  modi- 
fled  to  the  extent  of  allowing  the  present  owner  of  the  Valley  lode  to 
make  an  application  for  a  hearing  within  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  fixed 
by  your  office,  with  the  view  of  showing  that  a  known  lode  or  vein  did 
exist  in  the  Valley  lode  claim  within  the  limits  of  said  placer  entry  575, 
at  the  date  of  the  application  for  patent  by  the  latter.  Upon  its  failure 
to  do  so  your  said  office  judgment  will  be  enforced. 

It  is  so  ordered. 


MINING  CLAIM-PROTEST— FINAL.  .JUDGMENT— EQUITABUE  ACTION. 

OsGAB  Waller  et  al. 

In  the  matter  of  a  protest  against  a  mineral  application  in  \rhich  the  General  Land 
Office  dismisses  the  protest,  but  in  the  same  order  req aires  of  the  mineral  appli- 
cant republication,  the  Judgment,  if  allowed  to  become  ftnal,  is  equally  binding 
upon  both  parties,  and  should  be  so  treated  on  a  subsequent  application  of  the 
mineral  claimant  for  equitable  relief. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Cmnmissioner  of  tlie  General  Land  Office^  March 

16,  1896.  (P.  J.  0.) 

This  controversy  involves  mineral  entry  No.  439  for  the  Waller  No. 
1  lode  claim  in  Bapid  City,  South  Dakota,  laud  district.  By  depart- 
mental decision  of  February  23, 1895  (20  L.  D.  144)  a  writ  of  certiorari 
was  granted  and  the  record  transmitted. 

It  is  shown  that  Oscar  Waller  made  mineral  entry  No.  439  March  9, 
1891.  In  November  following  Joseph  Snyder  filed  a  protest  against 
the  same,  alleging  (1)  false  testimony  as  to  the  work  and  improvements 
on  the  claim,  as  to  its  having  been  made  by  applicant  or  his  grantors, 
(2)  fraud  in  making  the  eutry,  in  that  it  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  title  to  a  quartz  mill  and  improvements  belonging  to  protest- 
ant,  (3)  that  there  is  no  discovery  of  mineral  within  the  limits  of  the 
claim,  that  it  is  non-mineral  in  character. 
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As  a  resalt  of  tlie  bearing  tbat  was  ordered,  the  local  officers  con- 
cluded that  the  preponderance  of  the  testimony  seemed  to  be  in  favor 
of  the  mineral  applicant.    From  this  decision  I  quote: 

The  register  and  receiver  do  not  go  beyond  the  testimony  here  produced,  and  yet 
it  is  difficalt  to  resist  the  impresjiion  that  title  is  sought  not  for  the  mineral  that 
may  be  in  the  land  but  as  a  convenient  site  for  the  reduction  works  in  which  Keith 
is  interested,  also  that  the  publication  of  notice,  and  posting  of  same  were  not  of 
that  public  open  character  which  the  law  contemplates. 

It  does  not  appear  that  Snyder  ever  made  application  to  enter  his  claim  as  a  mill-  - 
site  daring  all  the  years  in  which  no  one  disputed  his  title  to  it  and  he  was  out  of 
the  country.    That  he  should  not  become  aware  of  the  great  value  of  his  claim  and 
dilapidated  mill  until  another  man  had  erected  expensive  reduction  works  on  it  is  to 
say  the  least  suspicious. 

They  recommended  that  the  protest  be  dismissed.  On  appeal  your 
office,  by  letter  of  September  12, 1893,  affirmed  their  action  on  the  facts 
iu  this  language: 

The  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  is  voluminous,  and  upon  the  question  as  to  the 
mineral  character  of  the  land,  and  the  mining  improvements  thereon,  which  you 
deem  the  only  ones  involved  in  the  case,  it  is  conflicting.  Upon  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  testimony,  I  am  unable  to  discover  any  principle  of  construction  upon 
which  it  may  be  harmonized :  therefore,  special  consideration  must  be  given  to  your 
conclusions  as  to  the  facts. 

In  your  said  office  decision  it  was  further  said : 

Bat  for  the  manner  of  giving  notice  of  the  application  for  patent  in  the  case, 
which  is  disclosed  by  the  contestee's  ex  parte  evidence,  I  think  his  entry  jnight  be 
approved  for  patenting. 

Tbe  notice  of  application  for  patent  in  this  case  was  published,  as  shown  by  the 
notice  itself,  upon  the  order  of  the  receiver,  who  also  designated  the  newspaper  in 
which  the  publication  was  made.  At  the  time  this  order  and  designation  were  made 
there  was  no  vacancy  in  the  office  of  register,  but  that  officer  was  temporarily  absent 
on  leave  granted  by  the  Honorable  Secretary. 

It  is  not  claimed,  nor  is  it  true,  that  the  receiver  had  any  specific  directions  from 
this  office  to  act  for  the  register  in  this  case. 

Under  the  mineral  land  laws  the  publication  of  the  notice  of  application  for  patent 
and  the  designation  of  the  newspaper  in  which  the  publicatiou  must  be  made  are 
acts  required  of  the  register.  These  acts  are  not  ministerial  in  character,  and  there- 
fore, under  the  circumstances,  the  receiver  had  no  authority  to  publish  the  notice 
and  designate  the  newspaper  in  which  it  should  be  published.  (1  L.  D.,  150),  (1  L. 
D.,  546)  (9  L.  D.,  41)  and  (9  L.  D.,  365). 

The  receiver's  order  for  the  publication  of  notice  in  this  case,  and  his  designation 
of  the  newspaper  in  which  the  publication  was  made  being  unauthorized  by  law,  it 
follows  that  no  legal  notice  of  the  contestee's  application  for  patent  has  been  given. 
Therefore  the  mineral  claimant  herein  will  be  required  to  republish  a  proper  notice 
of  his  application  for  patent,  under  the  direction  of  the  regUter  for  the  statutory 
period.  Proper  notice  must  also  be  posted  on  the  claim  and  in  your  office  for  the 
same  time. 

I'nder  the  republication  and  reposting,  adverse  claims  may  be  filed  as  in  the  case 
of  an  original  publication  and  posting  of  the  notice. 

Yon  will  notify  all  parties  in  interest  hereof,  and  in  due  time  make  report  as 
Teqnired  by  existing  regulations. 

Both  parties  have  attorneys  resident  in  this  city  who  have  been  notified  of  this 
decision  by  letters  from  this  office  of  even  date  herewith. 
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Service  of  this  jadgment  was  made  on  both  parties,  but  neither 
appealed,  therefore  yonr  office,  by  letter  of  February  14, 1894,  notified 
the  local  officers  that  the  decision  of  September  12, 18d3,  had  become' 
final  ^^and  the  case  is  hereby  closed''  but  directed  that  Waller  would 
be  allowed  sixty  days  within  which  to  commence  the  republication  and 
re  posting  of  notice  of  his  application  for  patent,  and  in  case  of  default 
his  entry  should  be  held  for  cancellation. 

On  March  17,  1894,  the  mineral  claimant  filed  a  <' motion  for  the 
reconsideration  of  the  Commissioner's  action  of  February  14, 1894,  and. 
for  the  reference  of  said  entry  to  the  board  of  equitable  a<^udication 
for  confirmation."  By  letter  of  April  30, 1894,  your  office  denied  this 
motion  on  the  ground  (1)  that  there  was  no  service  of  the  motion  on 
the  opposite  party,  the  protestant,  (2)  because  the  order  of  February 
14,  ''is  not  of  such  a  nature  as  that  a  motion  for  review  lies"  in  that 
<'  it  neither  denies  nor  abridges  a  right,  neither  does  it  confer  or  enlarge 
a  right,"  that  it  was  simply  an  order  closing  a  case  pursuant  to  a  deci* 
sion  which  had  become  final;  neither  a  motion  for  review  or  appeal  bad 
been  filed. 

A  motion  for  review  of  this  decision  was  filed  and  overtuled  by  your 
office  letter  of  July  17, 1894,  whereupon  the  mineral  claimant  presented 
an  appeal  to  the  Department,  assigning  error  as  follows: 

(1)  In  entitling  his  decision,  or  letter  to  the  local  officers  passing  upon  said 
motion  "In  re  Joneph  Snyder  r.  Oscar  Waller." 

(2)  In  holding  that  by  said  motion  to  submit  the  entry  in  question  to  the  board  of 
equitable  adjudication,  the  claimants  of  said  entry  seek  to  obtain,  contrary  to  the 
Knles  of  Practice,  a  review  of  the  office  decision  dated  September  12, 1893. 

(3)  In  holding  that  since  the  decision  of  Septeml>er  12,  1898|  was  rendered  there 
has  been  any  claim  adverse  to  said  mineral  entry  pending  in  or  before  the  Land 
Department  or  before  any  branch  thereof.  • 

(4)  In  not  finding  and  holding  that  said  decision  of  September  12, 1898,  disposed 
of  and  concluded  the  only  claim  adverse  to  said  entry  which  has  at  any  time  been 
presented  to  the  Land  Department. 

(5)  In  not  finding  and  holding  that  upon  the  rendition  of  said  decision  of  Sep- 
tember 12,  1893,  the  question  of  the  proceedings  had  in  the  allowance  of  said  mineral 
entry  No.  439  became  and  remained  solely  one  between  the  United  States  and  the 
mineral  claimants  under  said  entry. 

(6)  In  not  finding  and  holding  that  under  the  facts  existing  with  respect  to  the 
publication  of  notice  of  the  filing  of  the  application  for  a  patent  on  said  Waller 
No.  1  Lode  Claim,  the  law  was  substantially  complied  with,  and  that  under  the 
statute  governing  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication,  the  claimants  of  said  entry 
are  entitled  to  the  relief  which  that  board  is  authorized  to  extend  in  the  matter  of 
suspended  entries. 

(7)  In  not  granting  said  motion  to  submit  said  entry  to  the  board  of  equitable 
adjudication. 

This  appeal  was  denied  by  letter  of  Angust  22, 1894,  and  thereupon 
a  petition  for  certiorari  was  presented  which  resulted  in  said  depart- 
mental decision  (20  L.  D.,  144). 

It  seems  to  me,  notwithstanding  the  array  of  errors  assigned,  that 
there  is  but  one  vital  question  presented  by  this  record,  as  it  stands, 
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and  that  is  the  effect  of  the  jadgmeut  of  September  12,  1893.  If 
that  jadgmeot  is  of  binding  force,  then  this  proceeding  is  superflaous. 
It  was  with  the  view  of  determining  this  matter  that  the  writ  of  certir 
orari  was  granted.  It  is  trae  that  it  was  said  in  the  opinion  granting 
the  writ:  "  Whether  this  case  is  one  which  can  be  properly  submitted 
to  the  board  of  eqnitable  adjudication  will  be  passed  npou  when  the 
case  is  before  the  Department.''  But  it  is  also  said:  ''The  various 
questions  presented  by  the  record  will  then  be  considered." 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  the  mineral  applicant  that  thia  judgment 
is  bmding  on  the  protestant.  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  tbis  proposi; 
tion.  Conceding  this,  as  I  do,  it  is  pertinent  to  inquire  why  it  is  not 
also  in  full  force  and  effect  against  the  defendant.  The  judgment  was 
against  the  contention  of  the  protestant,  the  land  was  declared  to  be 
mineral  in  character  and  it  was  determined  that  the  required  amount 
had  been  expended  in  improvements.  But  your  office  went  a  step 
further  and  held  that  there  should  be  re-publication  and  re-posting  of 
notices  of  application  for  patent,  upon  grounds  therein  jstated  at  length. 
Here  was  just  as  positive  a  demand  against  the  entryman  as  was  that 
against  the  protestant.  It  is  admitted  that  the  entryman  had  notice 
of  this  judgment.  No  appeal  or  motion  for  review  was  filed,  and  the 
case  was  formally  closed. 

To  hold  that  this  judgment  is  not  conclusive  is  to  impeach  the  integ- 
rity of  decisions  in  a  sort  of  a  collateral  way,  when  the  party  attacking 
had  every  facility  afforded  by  law  and  the  Eules  of  Practice  to  test  the 
question  directly,  and  in  a  manner  where  all  parties  would  have  been 
heard  on  the  propositions  submitted. 

The  motive  of  the  mineral  claimant  in  pursuing  the  course  he  has  is 
not  one  to  commend  itself  to  candid  minds. 

As  heretofore  stated,  in  considering  the  petition  for  certiorari,  claim- 
ant's reason  for  not  appealing  was  that  he  desired  your  office  decision 
to  become  final  so  that  he  might  have  the  entry  referred  to  the  board 
of  equitable  adjudication.  By  this  very  act,  it  is  not  improbable  that 
he  may  have  luUed  the  protestant  into  inactivity,  because  your  office 
judgment  requiring  re-publication  may  have  been,  and  probably  was, 
entirely  satisfactory  to  the  protestant,  for  the  reason  that  when  this 
^as  done  he  might  have  the  right  to  attack  the  application  by  adverse 
proceedings  and  thus  have  had  this  controversy  settled  in  court.  So 
there  was  no  incentive,  or  object  to  be  attained  by  Snyder  in  taking  an 
appeal. 

Now  the  defendant,  upon  whom  an  obligation  was  imposed  that  went 
to  the  very  foundation  of  his  right  to  a  patent,  entirely  ignored  your 
judgment,  with  premeditation  allowed  it  to  become  final,  and  now  seeks 
by  other  and  different  methods  to  defeat  and  ignore  a  valid  and  sub- 
sistmg  judgment. 

Having  the  entire  record  now  before  me  a  more  extended  examina- 
tion has  been  made  of  the  facts  as  above  set  forth  than  was  possible  in 
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the  consideration  of  the  petition  for  certiorari,  and  I  am  now  satisfied 
that  the  action  of  yonr  office  of  February  14, 1894,  which  is  the  basis 
4)f  the  present  proceeding,  should  be  affirmed. 
It  is  so  ordered. 


KEPAY3iENT-REJECrrED  APPLICATION  TO  PURCHASE. 

Walter  Newton. 

The  payment  to  the  receiver  of  the  parchase  price  of  a  tract  of  land  before  the  local 
office  is  ready  to  act  on  the  application  to  parchase,  makes  the  receiver  the  agent 
of  the  applicint  who  mast  look  to  sach  officer  for  the  return  of  the  parchase  money, 
if  the  application  is  rejected. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

16j  1896.  (G.  C.  R.) 

On  January  10, 1895,  Walter  Newton  filed  in  the  local  land  office  at 
Marquette,  Michigan,  an  application  for  the  return  of  the  purchase- 
money  ($200)  alleged  to  have  been  paid  by  him  to  the  late  receiver, 
Thomas  D.  Meads,  on  August  10, 1892,  for  the  S.  i  of  the  KE.  ^  and 
the  N.  i  of  the  SB.  J,  Sec.  23,  T.  51  N.,  B.  30  W. 

He  states  in  his  application,  which  is  sworn  to,  that  he  made  his 
£nal  proof  under  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  said  land 
l>efore  the  probate  judge  at  Houghton,  Michigan,  on  July  26, 1892; 
that  at  the  time  he  offered  his  final  proof  he  also  made  full  payment 
for  said  land,  in  the  sum  of  $200,  which,  with  the  iinal  proof,  was 
•deposited  with  said  receiver;  that  the  final  proof  was  suspended  by 
reason  of  a  conflict  with  the  homestead  entry  of  one  James  P.  Cluue, 
to  whom  the  land  was  afterwards  awarded;  that  he  applied  for  the 
repayment  of  said  sum,  and  the  present  receiver  informed  him  that  his 
predecessor  (Meads)  never  turned  the  money  over  to  him. 

Your  office  by  decision  dated  January  28, 1895,  denied  the  applica- 
tion, on  the  grounds  that  the  late  receiver  failed  to  make  any  return  or 
account  of  the  money  alle^^ed  to  have  been  so  paid. 

An  appeal  from  that  decision  brings  the  case  here. 

An  examination  of  the  records  of  your  office  shows  that  the  appli- 
cant herem,  Newton,  offered  his  declaratory  statement  for  the  land 
May  1, 1889,  alleging  settlement  March  23,  of  that  year;  his  filing  was 
placed  on  record  November  18,  1891. 

On  March  28,  1892,  James  P.  Clune  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
land,  and  when  Newton,  on  July  26, 1892,  offered  his  final  proof  before 
the  judge  of  the  probate  court  of  Houghton  county,  the  same  wa«  then 
and  there  met  by  the  protest  of  Clune.  The  proof  and  protest  were 
forwarded  to  the  local  office  and  a  hearing  wa«  oi^ered.  The  register 
and  receiver  found  in  favor  of  Clune  on  the  ground  that  Newton  had 
failed  to  show  compliance  with  the  la^,  etc. 
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On  appeal,  your  office  on  November  19, 1894,  affirmed  that  judgment. 

On  January  14.  1895,  Newton  filed  his  relinquishment,  and  his 
declaratory  statement  was  canceled  by  your  office,  March  8,  following. 

While  the  failure  of  the  local  officers  to  report  proof  and  payment 
does  not  defeat  the  rights  secured  by  an  entry  (Witcher  v,  Conkliu,  14 
L.  D.,  349),  nor  the  failure  of  a  receiver  to  account  for  the  money  does 
not  defeat  the  right  to  patent  (Andrew  J.  Preston,  idem.,  200),  still  the 
]>ayment  to  the  receiver  before  the  local  office  is  ready  to  act  on  the 
application  makes  the  receiver  the  applicant's  agent,  and  if  the  appli- 
cation is  rejected,  the  applicant  must  look  to  the  receiver  for  the 
return  of  the  purchase  money.    Matthiessen  and  Ward,  6  L.  D.,  713. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  receiver  was  under  no  obligation  to  take  the 
money  pending  dune's  protest ;  the  entry  could  not  then  be  allowed,  and 
therefore  the  money  could  not  be  received  as  in  payment  for  the  land. 

The  existing  law  (21  Stat.,  287,)  for  the  leturn  of  purchase  moneys 
refers  to  entries  '^  erroneously  allowed,"  and  it  is  apparent  that  the 
same  does  not  provide  for  the  relief  asked  by  the  applicant. 

This  is  not  the  first  instance  in  which  complaints  have  been  made 
against  the  late  receiver  of  the  Marquette,  Michigan,  land  office,  for 
retaining  moneys  paid  to  him  to  be  applied  on  entries  when  allowed. 
In  compliance  with  the  recommendation  of  your  office  of  June  29,1895, 
the  Department  on  July  17, 1895,  requested  the  Attorney  General  to 
institute  a  Suit  on  the  bond  of  Mr.  Meads  for  the  recovery  of  $2,421.56 
charged  against  him  ^^as  fees  and  commissions  and  as  purchase  money 
on  application  to  enter  or  purchase  lands,"  it  appearing  that  Meads 
neither  returned  the  money  to  the  apphcants  nor  reported  or  accounted 
therefor  to  your  office.  It  is  learned  (unofficially)  that  suit  has  been 
Instituted  against  Mr.  Meads  and  his  bondsmen ;  but  that  the  same 
will  not  come  on  for  trial  before  the  ensuing  May  term  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court. 

Mr.  Newton  should  be  advised  of  the  pendency  of  said  suit,  to  enable 
him,  if  be  so  desires,  to  confer  with  the  district  attorney,  with  a  view  to 
amending  the  pleadings,  if  need  be,  to  cover  his  claim. 

It  would  seem,  also,  that  Mr.  Meads  has  subjected  himself  to  the 
criminal  charge  of  embezzlement;  for  if  it  be  true  that  he  received 
these  moneys  because  of  his  high  position  as  receiver  of  the  land  office 
and  thereafter  failed  to  account  for  them,  but  appropriated  them  to  his 
own  use,  he  committed  a  crime  more  heinous,  if  possible,  than  common 
larceny,  for  the  crime  of  retaining  moneys  was  aggravated  by  the  vio- 
lation of  a  trust  imposed  upon  him  because  of  his  supposed  official 
integrity  and  honesty. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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CONTEST— RES  jrDICATA-RESERVOIR  LAXDS. 

HlLLIARD  r.  LUTZ. 

The  fact  that  the  Department  declines,  on  motion  for  rehearing,  to  remand  a  case 
for  the  Bubmission  of  testimony  on  a  matter  newly  alleged  as  a  basis  therefor, 
is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  contest  in  which  such  matter  is  properly  put  m  issue. 

One  who  enters  in  person,  or  by  agent,  during  the  inhibited  period,  upon  the  reser- 
voir lands  opened  to  settlement  by  the  act  of  June  20,  1890,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  information  with  respect  to  said  lands,  is  thereafter  disqualified  as  an 
entry  man. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Gontmisftioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

16,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

The  tract  here  involved,  viz,  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  36,  T.  36  N,,  K.  C  E., 
Waasau,  Wisconsin,  land  district,  is  a  portion  of  tlie  lands  withdrawn 
for  reservoir  purposes  by  executive  proclamation  of  April  5, 1881,  and 
restored  to  the  public  domain  by  act  of  Congress  approved  June  20, 
1890  (26  Stat.,  169),  which  act  took  effect  December  20, 1890. 

November  20, 1894,  Jacob  Lutz  made  homestead  entryfor  said  tract, 
and  on  November  28, 1894,  Mary  Jane  Hilliard  filed  contest  affidavit 
alleging  that  said  entryman 

has  wholly  adandoned  said  tract;  that  he  has  changed  his  residence  therefrom  for 
more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry  by  settlement  as  aforesaid;  that  said 
tract  is  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  said  party  as  required  by  law ;  that  said 
Jacob  Lutz  IS  disqualified  from  entering  said  tract  and  from  holding  the  same  by 
reason  of  tlie  fact  that  be  entered  upon  and  occupied  the  same,  and  also  other  water 
reserve  lands  ou  the  19th  day  of  December,  ISIK),  contrary  to  the  inhibitory  clause 
of  the  act  of  June  20,  t890,  relative  to  said  lands. 

When  the  parties  appeared  for  hearing  before  the  local  officers  on 
February  19, 1895,  the  defendant  filed  motion  to  dismiss  the  contei't  on 
the  grounds,  substantially,  that  the  affidavit  alleging  abandonment 
and  change  of  residence  was  filed  before  the  expiration  of  six  months 
from  date  of  entry;  that  the  contestant,  not  having  any  interest  in  the 
land  at  the  time  of  defendant's  settlement  and  entry,  was  not  compe- 
tent to  raise  objections  to  defendant's  qualifications;  and  that  the 
question  of  illegal  entry  upon  said  water  reserve  lands  by  said  Lutz 
had  been  considered  in  a  former  contest  between  one  Lonson  Hilliard 
and  the  present  defendant,  involving  the  same  tract,  and  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  favor  of  said  Lutz,  and  is  therefore 
res  judicata. 

This  motion  was  overniled,  testimony  was  submitted  on  behalf  of 
each  party,  and  the  register  and  receiver  rendered  their  decision  on  the 
merits  of  the  case  in  favor  of  the  contestant. 

On  appeal,  your  office  by  letter  of  October  30, 1895,  reversed  the 
action  of  the  local  officers,  sustained  defendant's  motion  and  dismissed 
the  contest,  whereupon  the  contestant  filed  appeal  to  the  Department 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  or  not  your  office  erred 
in  sustaining  the  motion  to  dismiss. 
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Two  charges  are  here  made :  abandonment,  to  which  the  defendant 
oj>pose8  the  plea  of  prematurity;  and  disqualification,  to  which  res 
judicata  is  pleaded.  (The  allegation  that  the  contestant  has  no  interest 
in  the  land  need  not  be  considered  as  it  is  not  necessary  under  the 
present  rules  that  a  contestant  should  have  such  interest.)  The  second 
charge  is  logically  first  in  order  and  will  be  so  treated. 

It  is  obvious  that,  strictly  speaking,  any  question  involved  in  the 
present  contest  is  not  res  judicata  by  reason  of  having  been  decided  in 
a  former  contest  to  which  the  contestant  herein  was  not  a  party,  as  one 
of  the  essential  elements  of  res  judicata,  viz.,  identity  of  parties,  is  want- 
ing. However,  the  Department  in  order  to  prevent  useless  litigation 
has  adopted  tbe  rule  that  an  issue  once  tried  and  determined  cannot 
be  made  the  basis  of  a  second  contest.  If  then  the  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  Lutz  is  disqualified  by  reason  of  having  entered  upon 
water  reserve  liuuls  prior  to  the  legal  hour  of  oi)ening  has  been  passed 
upon  in  a  former  contest,  that  question  cannot  again  be  raised;  but  if 
it  has  not  heretofore  been  adjudicated,  then  it  is  still  a  proper  subject 
of  investigation. 

It  appears  that  on  December  20, 1890,  the  day  these  lands  were 
opened  to  settlement  and  entry,  one  Lonson  Hilliard,  the  father  of  the 
present  contestant,  made  homestead  entry  at  the  Wausau  land  office 
for  Lot  1  of  Sec.  35,  and  the  N.  i  of  the  NW.  {  of  Sec.  36,  T.  36  N.,  R. 
6  E.,  thus  including  in  his  entry  a  i>ortion  of  the  tract  here  involved. 

January  7,  1891,  Jacob  Lutz;  January  8,  1891,  Edward  Houlehan ; 
iand  January  12,  1891,  Phillip  Schweitzer,  filed  applications,  respec- 
tively, to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  NW.  J  of  said  section  36,  each 
aUeghig  settlement  on  December  20, 1890.  A  hearing  was  duly  ordered 
and  had  to  determine  the  respective  rights  of  the  several  claimants, 
the  sole  issue  at  this  hearing  being  the  question  of  priority.  After  a 
consideration  of  the  testimony  submitted,  the  register  and  receiver 
found  that  Lutz,  Houlehan,  and  Schweitzer  were  equally  entitled  to  the 
land,  their  settlements  being  simultaneous  and  made  prior  to  Lonson 
Hilliard's  entry. 

The  entryman,  Hilliard,  appealed,  and  on  July  2,  1892,  your  office 
affirmed  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver  except  as  to  Houle- 
ban,  whose  claim  was  rejected.  So  far,  there  had  been  no  charge  or 
intimation  that  Lutz  was  disqualified,  and  that  question  had  not  been 
considered. 

On  August  16, 1892,  Lonson  Hilliard  filed  a  motion  for  rehearing  on 
the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence.  This  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence related  principally  to  the  settlements  of  Lutz  and  Schweitzer 
and  was  therefore  merely  cumulative,  but  it  was  further  said  in  the 
motion  that  ^^it  can  also  be  shown  that  said  Lutz  was  camped  on  the 
land  in  controversy  on  the  19th  day  of  December  at  four  o'clock  P.  M." 
Here,  for  the  first  time  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings  the  disqualifi- 
cation of  Lutz  was  charged.  Said  motion  was  denied  and  the  case 
came  to  the  Department  on  appeal. 
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February  12, 1894,  the  decision  of  your  office  in  said  case  was  in  all 
respects  affirmed.  In  regard  to  the  allegation  in  Hilliard^s  appeal  that 
your  office  erred  in  denying  his  motion  for  rehearing  it  was  said: 

It  must  appear  that  the  evidence  to  be  offered  coald  not  be  procured  at  the  trial 
by  reasonable  diligence;  which  is  not  shown.     (279  L.  and  R.y444.) 

April  21, 1894,  Lonson  Hilliard  again  filed  motion  for  rehearing,  one 
of  the  grounds  of  the  motion  being  the  disqualification  of  Lutz.  This 
motion  was  denied  by  the  Department  on  October  10,  1894  (19  L.  D., 
294),  and  at  that  time  the  following  lauguage  was  used: 

As  to  the  second  aUegation  that  Latz  is  disciualified  for  having  entered  upon  the 
lands  in  controversy  prior  to  December  20, 1890,  it  appears  that  one  of  the  grounds 
upon  which  Hilliard  asked  for  a  new  trial  before  your  office  was  that  Lutz  was 
camped  on  the  laud  on  the  19th  day  of  December,  1890,  and  the  very  matter  was 
therefore  iu  issue  before  this  Department  on  February  12, 1894,  the  day  upon  which 
the  decision  now  under  review  was  rendered,  and  consequently  is  now  res  judicata^ 

Following  the  final  decision  of  the  Department  in  said  case,  Lutz 
bought  Schweitzer's  interest  iu  the  tract  and  made  homestead  entry  on 
the  20th  of  November,  1894,  as  aforesaid. 

It  must  be  clear  firom  what  has  been  said  above  that  the  question  as 
to  whether  or  not  Lutz  is  disqualified  by  reason  of  having  entered  upon 
water  reserve  lands  prior  to  the  legal  hour  of  opening  is  not  an  ^^  issue 
once  tried  and  determined."  There  has  never  been  a  trial  upon  that 
point  prior  to  the  present  contest,  nor  did  the  Department  iu  the  former 
contest  decide  that  Lutz  was  not  disqualified.  The  qualifications  of 
Lutz  were  not  in  issue  in  the  former  contest,  and  the  fact  that  the 
Department  declined  upon  good  and  sufficient  grounds  to  remand  the 
case  in  order  that  testimony  might  be  taken  upon  that  iK)int  is  no  bar 
to  a  subsequent  contest  in  which  that  issue  is  i)roperly  raised. 

This  brings  us  then  to  a  consideration  of  the  testimony  submitted  in 
the  present  contest  upon  that  question.  I  can  not  do  better  here  than 
quote  from  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver,  which  clearly  and 
correctly  sets  forth  the  evidence  on  this  point. 

Jacob  Lutz  desired  to  enter  the  NW. }  of  Sec.  36,  T.  36  N.,  R.  6  £.,  as  a  homestead, 
by  settli*meut  thereon  at  the  first  moment  the  lauds  were  thrown  open  to  settlement, 
and  being  unacquainte<l  with  the  land  and  unabie  to  locate  himself,  and  not  being  a 
practical  woodsman,  he  hired  one  Blodgett,  a  competent  woodsman,  who  was  fairly 
acquainted  with  the  lands,  to  put  him  in  a  situation  or  position  from  which  he  could 
make  a  settlement  and  claim  the  land  under  the  homestead  law  at  the  earliest  oppor- 
tunity. 

Jacob  LutK  left  the  city  of  Stevens  Point,  where  he  resided,  on  the  18th  day  of 
December,  and  with  Blodgett  took  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  to 
come  to  this  land.  They  left  the  train  in  Sec.  26,  T.  36  K.,  R.  6  £.,  in  the  afternoon 
of  tho  18th  day  of  December,  and  going  east  crossed  a  lake  iu  said  Sec.  26,  and 
camped  the  night  from  tho  18th  to  the  19th  day  of  December  on  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  26 
at  the  meander  post  at  the  lake,  or,  as  Blodgett  says,  on  the  beach.  On  the  follow- 
ing day,  the  19th  day  of  December,  they  went  to  the  NW.  comer  of  said  Sec.  36 
and  then  Blodgett  traced  the  line  from  that  comer  to  what  he  supposed  to  be  the 
north  quarter  post,  Lutz  following  him,  being  careful,  as  they  say,  that  he,  Lutz, 
should  uot  get  on  Sec.  36,  because  it  was  water  reserve  land.    Having  found  what 
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Blodgett  Buppoaed  to  he  the  qnarter  post  on  the  north  line  of  Seo.  36,  they  camped 
there  a  very  short  distance  from  the  north  line  of  Sec.  36.  and  there  Lntz  waited 
notil  the  19th  day  of  December  should  expire,  when  he  was  then  ready  to  begin  hi» 
settlement.  They  had  been  walking  several  hours  when  they  first  left  their  camp 
ou  Sec.  26,  and  went  in  camp  ag^in  on  Sec.  25,  although  the  distance  from  one  camp 
to  another  could  not  have  been  more  than  a  mile  and  a  quarter. 

Blodgett  traced  the  north  line  from  said  quarter  post  of  S«c.  36  further  east  to  the 
NE  comer,  and  then  sooth  from  that  comer,  and  then  went  into  Sec.  36,  where- 
there  is  a  little  railroad  bridge  or  culvert,  where,  he  admits,  he  met  Dawson.  Ben- 
net  was  with  him,  but  Dawson  swears  there  were  four  in  the  party  that  he  saw  there^ 
aod  that  they  then  struck  off  in  the  woods  in  Sec.  36.  From  our  view  of  the  case- 
it  18  immaterial  whether  there  were  four  in  the  party  of  Blodgett,  including  Lutz,. 
or  whether  Blodgett  was  there  alone  with  Bennet. 

The  plats  of  this  office  show  that  all  of  Sec.  26  in  T.  36  N.,  R.  6  E.,  except  the  SW. 
i  NW.  i  and  SW.  i  SW.  i,  and  all  of  Sec.  36  and  lot  one  in  Sec.  85,  T.  36  N.,  R.  6  £., 
are  lands  which  were  restored  to  the  public  domain  by  act  of  Congress  approved 
Jnne  20,  1890,  and  to  which  the  inhibition  to  enter  and  occupy  extends,  and  these 
lands  having  been  entered  and  occupied  on  the  18th  day  of  December,  1890,  and 
Blodgett  having  for  and  on  behalf  of  Jacob  Lntz  on  the  19th  day  of  December,  run 
the  line  from  the  NW.  corner  of  Sec.  36  to  what  he  supposed  to  be  the  quarter  post 
00  the  north  line  of  said  section,  and  Jacob  Lutz  having  been  with  him  during  this 
time  and  confessedly  so,  with  the  intent  and  purpose  of  settling  at  the  earliest  time 
when  said* reserve  lands  became  subject  to  settlement,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  by 
his  entry  and  occupation  of  said  water  reserve  lands  on  the  18th  and  19th  days  of 
December  with  nn  intention  and  purpose  of  settlement,  Jacob  Lutz  became  disqnali* 
fied  Irom  entering  the  tract  in  controversy. 

It  appears  from  the  admissions  of  Lutz  and  Blodgett  (to  say  nothing' 
of  the  other  testimony  in  the  case) :  first,  that  Latz  himself  crossed  water 
reserve  lands  on  the  18th  and  19th  days  of  December,  1890,  though  he 
did  not  go  on  the  tract  here  involved  until  the  20th;  and,  second,  that 
Blodgett,  as  the  agent  of  Lutz,  run  the  north  line  of  the  tract  in  con- 
troversy on  December  19,  and  afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  went  acros» 
section  36  to  see  who  was  on  there.  Under  this  showing  Lutz  was> 
clearly  disqualified.  Eeyes  r.  McGinley,  18  L.  D.,  560;  Blanchard  v^ 
White  et  aZ.,  13  L.  D.,  66. 

This  conclusion  renders  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  other  questions- 
raised  in  this  contest,  viz.,  whether,  as  Lutz  claimed  through  settlement^ 
it  was  necessary  for  him  to  maintain  residence  prior  to  the  allowance  of 
his  application,  and  whether  contest  would  lie  for  failure  in  this  respect- 
before  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  date  of  entry. 

Your  office  decision  is  hereby  reversed,  and  Lutz's  entry  will  be  can- 
celed. 
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FIXAL  PBOOF—AMEXDED  RULE  63-ALIEXATIOX. 

Bashfobd  V.  Clark  et  al. 

Final  proof  submitted  during  the  pendency  of  a  contest,  and  prior  to  the  amendment 
of  Rule  53  of  Practice,  may  be  considered  under  said  amended  rule,  where  dae 
notice  of  intention  to  submit  said  proof  is  given. 

An  offer  to  sell,  made  by  a  homesteader  after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period 
of  residence,  and  the  submission  of  final  proof,  but  pending  the  allowance  thereof, 
•     is  not  inconsistent  with  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  entryman. 

Secretary  Smith  to  th^  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

16,  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

April  24, 1889,  Miles  O.  D'Arcy  filed  declaratory  statement  No.  13942 
for  SE.  4  of  NE.  J  Sec.  28,  T.  22  K.,  E.  1  E. 

June  13, 1885  Ambrose  n.  Clark  made  homestead  entry  Fo.  7499  for 
N.  i  of  NE.  i  Sec.  28  and  NW.  J  NW.  J  and  lot  4  Sec.  27,  said  townsliip 
and  range.  By  letter  **0"  of  February  20,  1890,  said  entry  was 
amendid  so  as  to  read  ^NTE.  i  of  NE.  i  and  lot  1  Sec.  28,  and  NW.  J 
NW.  ^  and  lot  4  Sec.  27,  said  townsliip  and  range. 

December  6,  1889,  Maria  D'Arcy  (widow  of  Miles  C.  D'Arcy)  made 
proof;  and,  ui)on  protest  of  Clark  and  hearing  had  thereon,  decision 
was  rendered  by  your  office  May  13, 1892,  in  favor  of  the  pre-emption 
olaim  of  D'Arcy.  On  appeal'  to  the  Department,  on  January  10,  1894, 
said  decision  was  affirmed,  and  the  case  was  closed  by  letter  of  June 
16, 1804,  Mrs.  D'Arcy  being  allowed  sixty  days  within  which  to  perfect 
her  husband's  claim. 

It  was  also  stated  that  when  payment  was  made  and  duly  reported 
to  your  office,  Clark's  entry  would  be  canceled  as  to  the  SE.  i  of  NE.^, 
or  lot  1,  Sec.  28. 

.  October  20, 1894,  the  local  officers  reported  that  after  receipt  of  their 
notice  of  June  25th,  1894,  Mrs.  D'Arcy  had  taken  no  action. 

October  23, 1894,  the  local  officers  transmitted  the  homestead  appli- 
cation of  Herbert  Bashford  of  date  September  10, 1894,  describing  SE. 
4  of  NE.  J,  or  lot  1,  Sec.  28,  rejected  September  12,  1894,  because  it 
was  involved  in  the  contest  between  D'Arcy  and  Clark. 

October  19, 1894,  Bashford  appealed  from  this  decision  to  your  office. 

On  November  9, 1894,  the  local  officers  rei>orted  to  your  office  that 
Clnrk  had  On  August  7,  1894,  made  final  homestead  proof  and  at  same 
time  made  tender  of  the  amount  due,  and  the  said  officers  asked  for 
instructions  as  to  Clark's  right  to  lot  1. 

On  December  1, 1894,  your  office  considering  the  appeal  of  Bashford, 
passed  on  said  case,  and  held  that  Mrs.  D'Arcy  having  failed  to  tender 
payment  for  the  claim  of  her  deceased  husband  within  the  period 
granted  by  your  office,  her  application  to  complete  title  and  her  proof 
must  be  rejected,  and  that  Clark's  entry  be  left  intact,  and  further,  that 
Clark's  final  i)roof,  although  made  pending  the  contest  was  not  pre- 
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eluded  from  consideration,  since  said  contest  was  finally  disposed  of, 
and  that  Clark's  entry  being  thus  intact,  the  application  of  Bashford 
to  make  entry  was  rejected. 

From  this  decision  Bashford  appeals.      As  Mrs.  D'Arcy  has  not 
appealed,  the  decision  has  become  final  as  to  her. 

The  only  ground  of  error  in  appellant's  specification,  demanding  spe- 
cial consideration,  is  the  charge  that  Clark  is  estopped  from  objecting 
to  Bashford's  application  to  enter  the  land  in  dispute  by  reason  of  his 
having  encouraged  Bashford  to  make  the  application  and  because  of 
his  having  proposed  to  sell  out  to  him.  In  support  of  these  allegations, 
affidavits  of  Bashford  and  his  wife  and  of  his  attorney  are  appended  to 
the  appeal.  The  facta  set  up  in  the  affidavits  by  way  of  estoppel  against 
Clark  occurred  some  three  or  four  years  after  Clark's  final  proof  was 
made,  and  at  a  time  when  Clark,  as  he  alleges,  might  have  lawfully 
negotiated  concerning  the  sale  of  any  right  predicated  on  or  accruing 
under  his  final  proof  and  tender.  A  homestead  claimant,  having  sub- 
mitted final  proof  showing  full  compliance  with  the  law,  secures  thereby 
the  equitable  title  to  the  lands,  and  delay  iu  issuance  of  final  certificate 
will  not  affect  his  rights.     Strain  r.  Hostotlas  (17  L.  D.,  293). 

Clark's  final  proof  is  not  before  me,  but  I  apprehend  that  it  would 
not  show  compliance  with  the  law  in  the  meaning  of  the  case  above 
quoted.  His  tender  of  the  amount  due  at  the  time  his  final  proof  was 
made,  was  without  effect,  since  the  amendment  to  Eule  53  (14  L.  D., 
250)  under  which  alone  his  final  proof  made  pending  the  contest  could 
be  considered  expressly  excepts  the  right  ''to  pay  the  purchase  money 
or  commissions,  as  the  case  may  be,"  and  if  ho  had  no  right  to  make 
such  payment,  it  follows  that  the  offer  to  do  so  was  of  no  effect. 

It  will  depend  upon  certain  facts  not  affirmatively  shown  and  only 
presumably  true,  whether  Clark's  final  proof  taken  pending  the  contest 
between  him  and  D'Arcy  can  be  considered,  under  amended  Rule  53. 
The  final  proof  iu  question  was  made  August  7, 1890,  and  Rule  53  was 
amended  March  15,  1892,  and,  of  course,  was  not  operative  at  the  time 
said  final  proof  was  made.  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  said  amended 
rule  was  applicable  to  cases  where  the  final  proof  was  made  before  the 
rule  was  amended,  as  between  the  entryman  and  parties  having  notice 
of  the  Intention  of  the  entryman  to  offer  final  proof  at  the  time  it  was 
offered,  and  who  had  thus  an  opportunity  to  protest,  if  they  desired  to 
do  so.  If  there  was  no  irregularity  as  to  giving  public  notice  of  his 
intention  to  offer  final  proof  upon  the  part  of  Clark,  and  such  notice 
was  given  so  as  to  bind  Bashford  who  at  that  time  had  no  connection 
with  the  land,  or  the  litigation  concerning  it,  it  would  seem  that  Clark's 
final  proof,  though  irregularly  made,  might  be  considered  under  amended 
rule  53.  Smith  r.  Ohapin  (14  L.  D.,  411) ;  Akers"  r.  Ruud  (16  L.  D.,  50). 
As  Clark's  final  proof  has  not  yet  been  accepted,  it  will  be  considered 
under  Rule  53  as  amended,  only  in  the  event  the  law  as  to  notice  was 
complied  with  as  above  indicated,  otherwise  new  proof  will  be  required. 
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I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  alleges  no  fact  which  affects  the 
validity  of  Clark's  entry,  made  as  to  lot  1  in  Febmary,  1899.  A  mere 
offer  to  sell  not  conaummated,  and  made  after  the  expiration  of  the 
statutory  period  of  residence  necessary  to  i>erfect  a  homestead  claim, 
and  after  the  submission  of  final  proof,  bat  while  it  was  yet  pending 
(as  was  true  in  this  case),  is  not  inconsistent  with  good  faith  upon  the 
part  of  the  entryman,  and  will  not  justify  the  cancellation  of  his  entry. 
The  land  in  controversy  is  embraced  in  Clark's  entry,  and  the  entry 
being  apparently  valid  and  uncancelled,  Bashford's  application  to  enter 
was  properly  rejected. 

Your  office  decision  is,  therefore,  approved. 


ALASKA^LANDS  OF  THE   GREC'0-KU8SIAX   CHURCH. 

IN8TBUCTIONS. 

While  Congress  has  made  no  provision  for  determining  the  extent  of  the  claims  of 
the  Greco-Rnssian  Church  in  Alaska,  or  the  validity  of  its  title  thereto,  yet  the 
possessory  claims  of  said  charch  have  been  protected  in  execntive  action  taken 
by  the  State,  War,  and  Treasury  Departments,  and  allowed  to  remain  in  the 
hands  of  the  church;  but,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  authority  therefor^  the 
Interior  Department  can  not  undertake  to  identify,  by  survey,  the  lands  of  the 
church,  and  determine  the  title  of  the  church  thereto. 

If  any  of  the  property  held  by  the  church  has  been  included  within  the  limits  of  an 
executive  reservation,  the  President  has  the  authority  to  modify  the  order  there- 
foff  so  as  to  exclude  the  lands  erroneously  embraced  within  such  reservation. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 
(J.  I.  H.)  21^  1896.  (A.  E.) 

On  December  20, 1804,  the  Department  received  a  letter  from  Nicho- 
las, Bishop  of  the  Greco-Rnssian  Church,  of  Alaska  and  Aleutian 
Islands,  stating  that  certain  land  belon^i^ing  to  the  Orthodox  Church  in 
Sitka,  Alaska,  had  been  taken  from  said  church,  and  requesting  that 
tha  Department  give  orders : 

First.  To  have  the  lands  unlawfully  taken  returned  to  the  orthodox 
parish  in  Sitka. 

Second.  To  have  a  survey  made  of  all  the  church  lands  in  Alaska, 
and, 

Third.  To  affirm  the  right  of  ownership  of  the  parishes  to  their  lands 
in  the  same  manner  as  it  was  given  them  by  the  Russian  government 
at  the  time  Alaska  was  transferred  to  the  American  government. 

This  pai)er  was  sent  to  your  office  with  instructions  to  investigate  the 
matter  and  make  a  report.  The  Department  is  now  in  receipt  of  your 
office  letter  of  September  14, 1895,  transmitting  a  report  by  Inspector 
Swineford  on  the  result  of  his  investigation. 

It  would  appear  from  the  report  that  the  land  claimed  by  the  church 
is  now  included  within  reservations  for  the  use  of  the  United  States. 
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The  church  claims  by  virtue  of  a  sentence  in  the  second  article  of  the 
treaty  with  Bussia,  concluded  March  20, 1867,  concerning  the  cession 
of  Alaska.    This  sentence  is  as  follows : 

It  is  howeTer  nnderstood  aud  agreed,  that  the  chnrchee  which  have  been  built  in 
ibe  ceded  territory  by  the  SusBiau  government,  shall  remain  the  property  of  nnch 
members  of  tho  Greek  Oriental  Church  resident  in  the  Territory,  as  may  choobe  lo 
worship  therein. 

An  examination  of  the  records  relating  to  the  Territory  of  Alaska 
and  the  establishment  therein  of  the  Greco-Eussian  Chuich  has  been 
made,  aud  this  shows  the  following : 

The  title  uf  Russia  to  the  territory  of  Alaska  was  obtained  by  the 
iliscovery  and  exploration  of  Bering,  a  liussiau  subject,  in  1741. 

lu  1705  the  '^  Holy  Orthodox,  Catholic,  Apostolic,  Oriental  Church," 
established  a  chapel  at  St.  Pauls.  In  179D  Emperor  Paul  VIII  granted 
the  entire  territory  to  the  Russian  American  Company,  which  grant 
was  renewed  in  1S31,  and  again  in  1841,  the  last  charter  expiriug  Janu- 
ary 1, 1862. 

These  charters  gave  the  Russian  American  Company  the  monopoly 
of  the  trade  and  proceeds  from  the  natural  resources  of  the  territory, 
and  likewise  emx)owered  it  to  administer  the  government  as  it  might 
see  fit.  Again,  while  the  company  could  sublet  and  transfer  its  privi- 
leges aud  did  so,  it  had  no  right  of  private  property,  but  only  the 
right  of  occupancy.  Its  right  to  the  sources  of  wealth,  both  animate 
and  inanimate,  did  not  carry  with  it  the  fee  to  the  soil. 

Daring  its  occupancy  of  sixty-two  years  it  established  forty  stations 
within  the  temtory. 

Ill  1817  tlie  company  erected  the  first  church  building  at  Sitka  for 
the  Greco-Russian  Church;  St.  Peters  Church  on  St.  Pauls  Island  in 
ISIO;  another  church  at  St.  George  in  1833;  at  Unalaska  in  182G,  aud 
at  Oumnak  the  same  yeai*.  Churches  and  schools  were  also  established 
at  other  points  in  the  territory. 

In  tho  charter  of  1821  to  the  Russian  American  Company  a  clause 
I>rovided  that  said  company  should  support  the  churches  of  the  Orien- 
tal Church.  In  18G1  the  United  States  began  negotiations  with  the 
Russian  Government  for  the  purchase  of  the  Russian  possessions  in 
America.  While  this  purchase  had  been  discussed  in  Washington  us 
early  as  1859,  the  negotiations  were  hastened  by  the  fact  that  the 
Russian  American  Company's  charter  was  to  soon  expire,  and  for  the 
further  reason  that  the  Hudson  Bay  Company  of  London,  England, 
vliich  had  a  lease  on  a  portion  of  the  Russian  territory  from  the 
Russian  American  Company  was  negotiating  to  get  a  charter  which 
would  enable  it  to  obtain  skins  from  animals  which  existed  in  that 
locality.  At  this  time  the  Hudson  Bay  Company  had  a  lease  which 
ran  until  June,  1868. 

On  March  30, 18C7,  the  treaty  of  cession  was  concluded.  On  May  28, 
1867,  it  was  ratified,  and  on  June  2i»,  1867,  exchanged  and  proclaimed. 
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Article  II  provided : 

In  the  cession  of  territory  and  dominion  made  by  the  preceding  article  are  incladed 
the  right  of  property  in  nil  public  lots  and  squares,  vacant  lands,  and  all  public 
buildings,  fortifications,  barracks,  and  other  edifices  which  are  not  private  inrlj- 
vidnal  property.  It  in,  however,  understood  and  agreed,  that  the  churches  which 
have  been  built  in  the  ceded  territory  by  the  Russian  government,  shall  remain  the 
property  of  such  memliers  of  the  Greek- Oriental  Church  resident  in  the  territory,  as 
may  choose  to  worship  therein. 

Article  VI  provided: 

The  cession  of  territory  and  dominion  herein  made  is  hereby  declared  to  be  free  and 
unencumbered  by  any  reservations,  privileges,  franchises,  grants,  or  possessions,  by 
any  associated  companies,  whether  corporate  or  incorporate,  Russian  or  any  other, 
or  by  any  parties,  except  merely  private  individual  property  holders;  and  the  ces- 
sion hereby  made,  conveys  all  the  rights,  franchises,  and  privileges  now  belonging  to 
Russia  in  the  said  territory  or  dominion,  and  appurtenances  thereto. 

The  above  last  uentioDed  provision  in  the  6th  article  was  inserte<i  in 
the  treaty  in  consideration  of  two  hundred  thousand  dollars  being 
added  to  the  original  purchase  price. 

On  August  7,  1867,  Brigadier- General  Lovell  H.  Bousseau  was 
appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  a  commissioner  on 
behalf  of  this  government  to  receive  the  Territory  from  a  similar  offi- 
cer appointed  on  behalf  of  the  Russian  government.  In  the  letter  of 
instructions  to  General  Bousseau,  the  Secretary  of  State  William 
If.  Seward  said : 

In  accordance  with  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty,  the  cliurches  and  chapels  in  the 
ceded  Territory  will  continue  to  be  the  property  of  the  members  of  the  Greco- 
Russian  Church.  Any  houses  and  lots  which  may  have  been  granted  to  those 
churches  will  also  remain  their  property. 

"  The  stipulations  of  the  treaty''  referred  to  by  Mr.  Seward  are  found 
in  Article  II  of  that  instrument  (15  Stat.,  539).    It  reads  as  follows: 

It  is,  however,  understood  and  agreed,  that  the  churches  which  have  been  built  Id 
the  ceded  territory  by  the  Russian  government  shall  remain  the  property  of  such 
members  of  the  Qreek  Oriental  Church  resident  in  the  territory,  as  may  choose  to 
worship  therein. 

The  transfer  of  the  Territory  was  duly  made  and  completed  on  Octo- 
ber 26, 1867,  General  Rousseau  representing  the  United  States  govern- 
ment and  Alexis  PestchourofF  being  the  commissioner  for  Russia.  In 
the  article  of  transfer  or  protocol  it  is  stated  by  the  commissioners  that: 

We  left,  as  instructed,  in  the  hands  of  the  Greco- Russian  Church,  the  church  build- 
ings, appurtenances,  and  parsonages  to  the  same  belonging,  as  shown  and  described 
in  inventory  marked  ''B,''  attached  thereto  as  part  hereof. 

The  inventory  *'  B,"  referred  to  by  the  commissioners  in  the  jirotocol 
of  transfer,  is  as  follows: 

The  Cathedral  Church  of  St.  Michael,  built  of  timber,  situated  in  the  center  of 
the  city. 

The  Church  of  Resurrection,  of  timber,  commonly  called  the  Kaloahian  church, 
situated  near  the  battery  number  2,  at  the  palisade  separating  the  city  from  the 
Indian  village. 
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102.  A  double-storied  timber  building  for  bishop  house,  with  oatbuildlDgs,  appur- 
tenances, and  grounds. 
35.  A  timber  house  for  church  warden. 
9S.  A  timber  house  for  the  deacon. 

j^  f  Three  timber  houses,  with  their  appurtenances  and  outbuildings  for  lodging 
114  (      ^^  priests. 

Fi 

G  ' 

j^  ^  Four  lots  of  ground  belonging  to  the  parsonagea. 

I  I 

a  The  place  commemorative  of  the  old  church, 
b  A  tomb. 

Three  cemeteries,  two  outside  palisades,  and  one  by  the  Church  of  the  Besur- 
rection. 

On  December  1, 1867,  under  the  title  of  General  Orders  No.  6,  Head- 
quarters Military  District  of  Alaska,  New  Archangel,  Alaska  Territory, 
Samuel  H.  Kinney,  1st  Lieutenant  2d  Artillery,  by  command  of  Brevet 
Major  General  Davis,  announced  that  until  such  time  as  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  should  decide  what  locations  and  amount  of 
land  might  be  required  for  government  and  territorial  purposes,  certain 
reserves  were  made  which  were  duly  set  forth  in  said  Orders  No.  6.  In 
the  second  order  it  was  announced : 

Ail  the  land  bounded  by  the  above  described  lines  on  the  one  side,  and  the  channel 
uf  the  bay  on  the  other,  shall  be  held  and  used  as  a  :nilitary  reserve,  except  such 
land  as  has  been  turned  over  to  the  Greco-Russian  Church  by  the  commissioners  of 
transfer.  A  map  of  this  reserve  will  be  kept  in  this  office,  subject  to  the  inspection 
of  all  interested. 

"The  above  described  lines''  were  as  follows: 

Commencing  at  a  point  midway  between  houses  Nos.  25  and  27,  and  running 
thence  in  a  direct  line,  in  a  southeasterly  direction,  to  the  channel  of  the  bay,  and 
in  a  direct  line,  in  an  opposite  direction,  to  a  point  midway  between  the  southeast 
corner  of  the  ''  Public  Garden"  and  the  northeast  corner  of  the  large  building  known 
u  the  unfinished  Barracks;  from  thence,  in  a  straight  line,  at  right  angles  to  the 
first  line  until  it  intersects  a  line  running  at  right  angles  to  it,  and  drawn  through 
the  northwest  corner  of  the  ''Public  Garden,"  and  along  this  latter  line  to  the  north- 
west corner  of  the  "Public  Garden;"  fsom  thence  in  a  direct  line  to  the  outside  cor- 
ner of  block  house  No.  3  or  battery  D;  thence  in  a  direct  line  to  the  outside  comer 
of  block  house  No.  2  or  battery  C ;  from  thence  in  a  direct  line  to  the  point  where 
the  palisades  meet  the  bay,  and  along  the  line  of  the  palisades  to  the  channel  of  the 
bay. 

On  February  26, 1869,  E.  D.  Townsend,  Assistant  Adjutant-General, 
United  States  Army,  wrote  to  the  Commanding  General  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Alaska,  stating  that  the  Secretary  of  War  directed  that  he  take 
possession  of  and  retain  in  his  charge  all  posts,  buildings,  etc.,  which 
were  not  in  fact  entitled  to  be  considered  individual  property.  In  reply 
to  this,  the  commanding  officer,  Jefferson  0.  Davis,  made  a  report  to  the 
Secretary  of  War,  statiug  in  detail  the  buildings,  etc.,  which  he  took 
possession  of  in  accordance  with  the  instructions  of  February  26, 1869, 
above  mentioned.  In  this  report,  which  is  dated  at  Sitka,  December  1, 
1869,  the  commanding  officer  says: 

By  rnfeiring  to  the  protocol  of  transfer,  executed  by  the  Commissioners,  General 
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L.  H,  Roasieaa  and  Captain  Alexis  Pestchonroff,  at  New  Archangel  (Sitka),  October 
26, 1867,  and  the  accompanying  inventory  ''A/'  it  will  be  seen  what  Icind  and  amoaiit 
of  property  was  turned  over  to  the  United  States  in  the  town  of  New  Archangel. 

By  referring  to  the  same  document,  and  accompanying  inventory  "B,"  it  will  be 
seen  what  property  wos  indicated  as  belonging  to  the  Greco-Russian  Church  in  the 
town  of  New  Archangel  (Sitka).  As  there  seem  to  be  no  questions  raised  about  the 
property  borne  on  these  inventories  being  in  the  possession  of  its  rightful  owners,  it 
will  be  passed  over. 

Secretary  of  tlie  Treasury  Hugh  McCulloch,  writing  to  the  Collector 
of  Customs  at  Sitka,  iu  February,  3869,  referred  to  the  2d  article  of  the 
treaty  of  cession,  and  said: 

lliat  article  includes  in  the  cession  *'  all  public  lots  and  squares,  vacant  lands,  and 
all  public  buildings,  fortifications,  barracks,  and  other  edifices  which  were  not  pri- 
vate individual  property — 'prtree  indiridNelle.*  '*  The  word  ''  public"  as  need  in  this 
sentence,  applies  only  to  the  word  ''buildings''  standing  in  immediate  juxtaposi- 
tion; all  fortifications  and  barracks  are  ceded,  and  all  buildings  of  any  kind  in  the 
Territory  also  become  the  property  of  the  United  States,  except  those  belonging  tu 
individuals.  The  buildings  owned  by  the  Russian  Fur  Company  were  not  individual 
property,  and  were  therefore  included  in  the  cession.  This  is,  in  the  estimation  of 
this  Department,  the  plain  import  of  this  language,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  light 
derived  from  the  context  or  from  attending  circumstances.  But  the  treaty  goes  ou 
to  provide  that  the  ohurchea  built  by  the  Russian  Government  shall  not  become  the 
property  of  the  United  States ;  now  the  Department  is  informed  that  all  the  churche> 
in  the  Territory  were  built  and  owned  by  the  said  Fur  Company.  Such  being  the 
case,  if  a  specific  saving  clause  was  necessary  to  prevent  the  acquisition  of  them  by 
the  United  States  under  the  trenty,  it  follows  that  all  the  buildings  owned  by  that 
company,  not  thus  specially  excepted,  are  covered  by  the  cession  and  become  the 
property  of  the  United  States. 

General  Davis  further  shows  in  his  report  that  buildings  at  Kodiak 
and  Ounalaska  were  turned  over  to  the  Greco-Bussian  Ohnrcb. 
Kegnrding  the  islands  of  St.  Paul  and  St.  George  thereiK>rtof  General 
Davis  does  not  show  whether  the  church  had  or  received  any  property 
there,  but  on  March  3, 1869,  Congress  passed  a  resolution  declaring 
those  islands  to  be  a  special  reservation  for  government  purposes,  and 
directing  the  summary  removal  of  all  persons  found  thereon  without 
authority  irom  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  This  was  to  protect  the 
fur  seal  in  Alaska. 

On  May  7,  1869,  Captain  O.  W.  Raymond,  of  the  United  States 
Engineers,  was  given  authority  to  take  possession  of  buildings  at  St. 
Michaels.  In  this  authority  Lieut.  Samuel  B.  Mclntire,  2d  Artillery 
U.  S.  A.,  notified  him  that  '<all  church  property  belongs  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Greek  Church  resident  there." 

In  ^^a  recapitulation  of  the  whole  business  of  the  transfer  of  the 
property,"  in  Alaska,  General  Davis  says: 

The  members  of  the  Greek  Church  have  received  the  full  amount  of  property 
secured  to  them  by  the  most  liberal  interpretation  of  the  treaty. 

This  "property"  thus  given  to  the  Greek  Church  General  Davis  rec- 
ommended should  be  confirmed  unto  it  by  the  proper  authority. 
By  the  act  of  May  17, 1884  (23  Stat.,  24),  being  "An  act  providing  a 
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civil  govraiiment  for  Alaska/  it  is  provided  in  section  8,  among  other 
tliiugs: 

That  the  Indiiins  or  other  persoDs  in  said  district  shall  not  be  disturbed  in  the 
possession  of  any  land  aotnally  in  their  use  or  occapatiou  or  now  claimed  by  them 
but  the  terms  under  which  such  persons  may  acquire  title  to  such  lands  is  reserved 
for  future  legislation  by  Congress. 

On  May  13, 1889,  the  United  States  Goort  of  Claims,  iu  the  case  of 
Kinkead  et  aL  v.  United  States,  which  was  a  suit  brought  by  authority 
of  Congress  to  recover  certain  buildings  in  the  Territory  of  Alaska, 
and  to  which  the  United  States  laid  claim  by  virtue  of  the  cession  of 
that  Territory,  held  that  the  Russian- American  Company,  under  whom 
Kinkead  claimed,  had  but  a  right  of  occupancy  in  the  Territory  for  the 
purposes  of  trade,  and  at  best  was  but  a  tenant  at  will.  That  all 
buildings  which  said  company  placed  upon  the  laud  became  part  of 
the  realty,  and  its  ownership  and  occupancy  of  them  ceased  with  the 
termination  of  its  tenancy. 

Continuing,  the  court  said,  speaking  of  the  sixth  article  of  the  treaty: 

Its  language  is  positive,  clear  and  unmistakable.  All  incumbrances,  whether  origi- 
nating in  grant,  privilege,  or  possession,  in  favor  of  these  companies  are  entirely 
extinguished.  Under  that  article  these  companies  can  no  more  claim  buildings  put 
upon  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  trade  during  their  tenancy  than  they 
can  the  land  itself. 

On  April  2, 1890,  in  response  to  the  suggestion  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  Lyman  £.  Knapp,  governor  of  Alaska,  transmitted  a  com- 
munication regarding  proposed  reservations  of  land  in  the  Territory  of 
Alaska  for  public  purposes.  In  this  communication  the  governor  stated 
that  he  had  appointed  gentlemen  at  Sitka,  Juneau,  and  Fort  Wrangell 
as  commissioners,  to  make  suggestions  as  to  the  land  which  should  be 
reserved.  With  this  letter  the  governor  transmitted  the  reports  of  the 
commissioners. 

On  June  19, 1890,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  transmitted  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  the  communication  of  the  governor  of 
Alaska  and  the  reports  of  the  commissioners  appointed  by  him  as  last 
above  mentioned.  In  the  letter  of  transmittal  the  Secretary  recom- 
mended that  certain  described  tracts  of  land  be  reserved  from  settlement 
and  disposal,  and  set  apart  for  purposes  mentioned.  Before  approving 
the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary,  the  President  requested  that  he 
be  informed  under  what  statute  it  was  proposed  to  make  said  reserva- 
tion. This  request  wa«  referred  to  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  for  the  Interior  Department.  That  officer  while  giving  it  as 
his  opinion  that  the  President  had  the  authority  to  make  the  reserva 
tions,  admitted  that  there  was  no  statute  giving  him  express  authority 
to  reserve  lands.  The  President,  on  June  21, 1890,  formally  reserved 
such  lands  as  the  Secretary  had  recommended. 

On  February  27, 1891,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  complying  with 
the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  recommended  to  the 
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President  tbat  a  reservation  be  declared  of  land  at  lUiuliok  harbor, 
Unalaska,  Territory  of  Alaska,  as  a  site  for  a  depot  for  coal  and  sup- 
plies for  vessels  of  the  United  States  Revenue  Marine  Service,  cruis- 
ing in  Alaskan  waters.  This  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  was 
approved  by  the  President  on  March  4, 1891,  "until  otherwise  directed 
by  Congress,'^ 

In  the  act  of  May  17, 1884,  providing  a  civil  government  for  Alaska 
(23  Stat.,  24),  Congress  refers  to  the  acquisition  of  title  to  occupied 
lands,  but  states  that  the  determination  of  the  same  "is  reserved  for 
future  legislation." 

Nevertheless,  while  Congress  has  made  no  provision  for  determining 
the  extent  of  the  claims  of  this  church,  nor  the  validity  of  its  title,  the 
War,  State,  and  Treasury  Departments  appear  to  have  always  pro- 
tected,  by  virtue  of  the  second  article  of  the  treaty,  the  possessory 
claims  of  the  Greco-Russian  Church  and  private  individuals  holding 
from  Russia,  and  distinguished  them  from  those  held  by  purchase  from 
the  Russian-American  Company. 

In  other  words,  the  claims  of  the  church  were  treated  as  those  of  pri- 
vate individuals  were,  and  the  property  of  neither  was  ever  delivered 
to  the  representative  of  the  United  States,  but  allowed  to  remain  in  the 
hands  of  those  who  possessed  it. 

The  Greco-Rusaian  Church  requests  the  Department: 

1.  To  have  the  lands  unlawfully  taken  returned  to  the  orthodox  parish 
in  Sitka. 

2.  To  have  a  survey  made  of  all  the  church  lands  in  Alaska. 

3.  To  affirm  the  right  of  ownership  of  the  parishes  to  their  lands  in 
the  same  manner  as  it  was  given  them  by  the  Russian  government  at 
the  time  Alaska  was  transferred  to  the  American  government. 

In  reply  to  the  second  and  third  requests,  it  can  only  be  said  that 
Congress  has  not  provided  any  method  by  which  the  extent  or  title  of 
these  claims  can  be  determined,  and  until  then,  this  Department  can 
not  pass  upon  them. 

As  to  the  inclusion  of  any  church  property  within  the  limits  of  an 
executive  reservation,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  President  has  the  author- 
ity to  modify  any  order  reserving  land  by  reducing  the  limits  of  the 
reservation  so  as  to  exclude  that  erroneously  included.  See  opinion  of 
Assistant  Attorney-General  Hall,  dated  February  27, 1896. 

In  view  of  this,  a  copy  of  this  letter  and  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant 
Attorney-General  for  this  Department,  above  cited,  has  this  day  been 
sent  to  the  Secretary  of  State  for  his  consideration,  and  you  will  so 
inform  the  Bishop  of  the  Greco-Russian  Church. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned,  to  be  filed  in  your  office. 
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REPATMENT-TIMBER  I-AND  ENTRY. 

E.  G.  Hasten. 

An  entry  nnder  the  act  of  June  3, 1878,  of  land  subsequently  found  fit  for  cultivation 
on  the  removal  of  the  timber,  and  canceled  for  such  reason,  will  not,  in  view  of 
the  later  construction  of  said  act,  be  held  fraudulent  in  character,  on  application 
for  repayment,  vrhere  it  appears  to  have  been  made  with  no  intention  of  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  entryman.  ^ 

The  failure  of  a  timber  land  applicant  to  personally  inspect  the  tract  prior  to  his 
application  therefor,  cannot  be  regarded  as  evidence  of  bad  faith,  where,  under 
the  regulations  then  existing,  the  applicant  was  not  required  to  make  a  sworn 
statement  that  he  had  so  examined  the  land. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  .24, 1896.  (0.  J.  G.) 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  on  Aagast  16, 1883,  E.  G.  Masten 
made  timber  land  entry  for  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  32,  T.  6  N.,  E.  3  W., 
Oregon  city  land  district,  Oregon. 

Upon  the  report  of  a  special  agent,  a  hearing  was  ordered  by  your 
office  in  said  case  for  July  G,  1885.  On  that  date  the  special  agent 
appeared  with  special  counsel  and  witnesses  for  the  government,  and 
Masten  appeared  in  his  own  behalf. 

Under  date  of  September  10, 1886,  your  office  rendered  the  following 
decision : 

Masten  testified  that  he  had  never  seen  the  land ;  that  he  had  never  seen  his  wit- 
nesses to  the  fiual  proof,  their  testimony  being  procured  by  one  Dr.  E.  A.  Jones; 
that  he  was  never  a  member  of  an  organization  known  as  the  Columbia  Flume  and 
Lumber  Company,  and  that  he  is  still  the  owner  of  the  land. 

The  testimony  for  the  government  shows  that  Masten's  final  proof  witnesses  did 
not  know  the  character  of  the  land  by  legal  subdivisions,  but  only  the  general  char- 
acter of  the  township,  and  that  the  land,  when  cleared  of  its  timber,  would  be  fit 
for  agricultural  purposes. 

From  the  testimony  presented  it  appears  that  the  land  is  not  such  as  is  subject  to 
entry  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878,  and  the  entry  is  accordingly  held  for  cancellation. 

By  letter  of  December  24, 1880,  upon  Masten's  failure  to  apx)eal  from 
your  said  decision,  you  canceled  his  entry. 

Masten  thereupon  made  application  for  repayment  of  his  purchase 
money,  and  by  letter  of  March  8,  1887,  your  office  denied  the  same 
because  the  entry  was  canceled  as  being  fraudulent. 

On  July  26,  1894,  Masten  again  made  application  for  repayment, 
which  was  denied  by  your  office  August  31, 1894,  for  the  reason  that 
your  office  decision  of  March  8, 1887,  supra,  had  become  final,  no  appeal 
haying  been  taken  therefrom. 

On  October  24, 1894,  Masten  made  application  for  certiorari,  and  by 
letter  of  February  23, 1896,  you  were  directed  to  transmit  the  papers 
in  the  case  to  this  Department. 
10a32— VOL  22 22 
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Masten  states,  uoder  oatb,  that  his  timber  land  entry  <'  was  canceled 
for  the  reason  that,  although  the  land  is  heavily  timbered,  yet  when 
cleared  of  its  timber"  it  <'  conld  be  made  fit  for  agricnltoral  pniposes,^ 

From  an  examination  of  the  record  before  me  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that,  in  so  far  as  your  office  decision  was  based  on  said  allegation, 
Masten's  entry  was  improperly  canceled.  The  local  officers  stated  that 
^t  the  time  Masten  made  his  entry  it  was  generally  believed  through- 
out that  part  of  the  country  that  land  of  the  character  in  contest  was 
of  the  kind  subject  to  sale  under  said  act.  They  were  also  of  the 
opinion  that  Masten  entered  this  land  without  any  intention  of  fraud; 
but  in  view  of  the  decisions  prevailing  at  that  time  in  regard  to  such 
lauds,  they  were  of  the  opinion  that  said  entry  should  be  canceled. 
The  most  that  can  be  said,  as  was  said  in  the  case  of  Ellen  Malarkey, 
directed  to  be  sent  to  this  Department  at  the  same  time,  is  that  Masten 
was  only  guilty  of  an  error  of  judgment;  but  no  fraudulent  intention 
on  his  part  can  be  imputed.  This  view  of  the  case  will  be  more  clearly 
apparent  by  reference  to  the  recent  case  of  Robert  v,  Brownell  (18 
L.  D.,  216),  where  it  is  said  that: 

Public  lande  valuable  chiefly  for  timber,  but  unfit  for  oultivation  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  timber  and  stone  act,  Include  lands  covered  with  timber,  but  which  may 
be  made  fit  for  cultivation  by  removing  the  timber  and  working  the  lands. 

Following  in  the  line  of  this  decision  it  cannot  be  charged  that  Ma«ten 
6wore  falsely  when  he  took  oath  that  said  land  is  unfit  for  cultivation, 
and  valuable  chiefly  for  its  timber.  Therefore  the  entry  was  errone- 
ously canceled  on  that  allegation. 

It  is  furthermore  alleged  in  your  office  decision  that  Masten  never 
saw  the  land  in  controversy.  He  made  his  entry  August  16, 1883.  It 
was  not  until  May  21, 1887  (6  L.  D.,  114)  that  the  form,  requiring  the 
applicant  to  make  sworn  statement  to  the  effect  that  ^'I  have  i>erson- 
ally  examined  said  land  and  from  my  personal  knowledge  state  that 
said  land  is  unfit  for  cultivation,  and  valuable  chiefly  for  its  timber,'^ 
was  prescribed.  Prior  to  that  date  he  was  only  required  to  swear  that 
the  land  is  unfit  for  cultivation  and  chiefly  valuable  for  its  timber. 
There  appears  to  have  been  no  law  forbidding  him  to  do  this  uix>n  infor- 
mation and  belief.  And  probably  many  entries  went  to  patent  where 
the  affidavits  were  prepared  in  this  way.  Even  after  the  instructions 
of  May  21, 1887,  were  promulgated,  it  was  held  in  the  case  of  Ora<:e  r. 
Carpenter  (14  L.  D.,  436)  that— 

The  prior  personal  inspection  of  land  required  of  an  applicant  under  the  act  of 
June  3f  1878,  does  not  necessarily  require  said  applicant  to  aotuaUy  i^ass  over  the 
land  in  question. 

<<  Especially  is  this  true  where  the  actual  status  of  the  land  is  found 
to  be  as  set  forth  in  said  affidavit. '^ 

I  find  nothing  in  Masten's  affidavit,  under  the  then  existing  regula- 
tions, incompatible  with  good  faith. 


DECISIONS  RELATING   TO   THE  PUBLIC   LANDS.  339 

There  does  not  seem  to  be  anything  in  the  laws  or  regulations  requir- 
ing that  the  applicant  shall  see  the  witnesses  to  his  final  proof.  So  this 
allegation  is  an  immaterial  one. 

Ill  regard  to  the  charge  that  Masten's  final  proof  witnesses  did  not 
kuow  the  character  of  the  land  by  legal  subdivisions,  I  have  examined 
their  testimony.  One  witness  says  he  is  acquainted  with  the  land 
described  in  its  smallest  legal  subdivisions  by  having  frequently  passed 
over  the  same  the  two  years  last  passed.  The  other  says  he  has  been 
personally  acquainted  with  the  land  for  two  years;  he  ran  the  lines  on 
two  sides  of  it.  The  local  office  found  this  testimony  satisfactory,  and 
I  think  it  must  be  so  regarded. 

The  emphasis  of  your  office  decision  of  September  10, 1886,  wherein 
this  entry  was  held  for  cancellation,  seems  to  have  been  directed  to  the 
fact  that  this  land  is  not  such  as  is  subject  to  entry  under  the  act  of 
June  3y  1878,  and  that  when  cleared  of  its  timber  it  would  be  fit  for 
agricultural  puri>oses.  The  alleged  fraudulent  character  of  Masten's 
entry  was  predicated  on  this  principle.  As  previously  shown,  under 
the  rather  unsettled  opinion  as  to  what  characteristics  rendered  tim- 
bered land  fit  or  unfit  for  cultivation,  his  entry  cannot  be  regarded  as 
fraudulent 

This  conclusion  must  not  be  interpreted  as  meaning  that  a  less  strict 
compliance  with  existing  regulations  governing  timber  land  applicants 
will  be  demanded  in  the  future;  only  that  the  strict  requirements  of 
the  instructions  of  May  21, 1887,  now  in  force,  are  not  applicable  to  the 
case  at  bar. 

I  accordingly  reverse  your  office  decision  and  direct  the  repayment 
of  claimant's  fee  and  the  purchase  money  paid  by  him. 


MINING  CLAIM— IMPROVEMKNTS-CERTiriCATE  OF  SUBVXTOB 

GEKERAX. 

Milton  et  al.  v.  Lamb. 

A  mineral  entry  cannot  be  allowed  if  the  certificate  of  the  sorvejor  general,  as  to 
the  requisite  expenditure  on  the  claim,  is  not  filed  within  the  statutory  period. 

Actif^  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

March  24, 1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  appears  that  A.  B.  Lamb  by  his  attorney  in  fact  on  December  20, 
1893,  filed  application  for  patent  for  the  Ferris  (heretofore  known  as 
Ptarmigan)  lode,  survey  No.  8705,  Durango,  Colorado,  land  district. 

The  return  of  the  deputy  mineral  surveyor  shows  that  $500  worth 
of  labor  or  improvements  had  not  been  made  on  the  claim  at  that 
time,  and  the  surveyor  general  did  not  make  any  certificate  as  to  the 
improvements  when  the  survey  was  approved  or  during  the  period  of 
pnbUcation. 
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The  period  of  publication  expired  February  23, 1894,  and  on  Mai-ch 
2nd  following,  no  entry  having  been  made,  William  E.  Milton  et  aLj 
filed  a  protest  against  the  entry  alleging,  among  other  things,  that  no 
improvements  had  been  made  on  the  ground  except  that  made  by  pro- 
testants.  Two  other  protests  were  filed,  one  by  Robert  W.  Bastian 
et  al.,  owners  of  the  Bonita  lode,  and  J.  B.  Hull  et  aZ.,  owners  of  tbe 
Tarn  O'Shanter  lode,  but  on  January  18,  1895,  they  withdrew  their 
protests. 

A  hearing  was  had  and  as  a  result  the  local  officers  held  that  the 
^'applicant  may  not  make  entry  in  this  case  because  he  has  not  ^com- 
plied with  the  law,'  in  that  he  did  not  file"  the  certificate  of  the  sur- 
veyor general  as  to  the  improvements  within  the  time  required  by  law. 
On  appeal  your  office,  by  letter  of  November  27, 1894,  affirmed  their 
action,  whereupon  the  applicant  prosecutes  this  appeal. 

Section  2325  B.  S.  provides  that 

the  claimant  at  the  time  of  filing  his  application,  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  within  the 
sixty  days  of  publication,  shall  file  with  the  register  a  certificate  of  the  United  States 
surveyor  general  that  $500  worth  of  labor  has  been  expended  or  improvemente  made 
upon  the  claim  by  himself  or  his  grantors. 

This  certificate  was  not  filed  at  the  time  of  filing  the  application  or 
within  the  period  of  publication.  The  deputy  who  made  the  survey 
certified  to  only  $125  worth  of  work,  and  from  the  testimony  it  is  clear 
that  no  greater  amount  had  been  expended,  in  fact  it  is  not  claimed  by 
applicant  that  there  was  a  compliance  with  the  statute  in  this  regard. 
In  view  of  the  mandatory  nature  of  the  statute  quoted  it  seems  to  me 
it  is  idle  to  argue  that  this  application  shouhl  go  on  to  patent.  This 
requirement  is  as  imperative  as  any  other.  With  as  much  propriety  it 
might  be  said  that  the  survey  could  be  omitted  or  notice  of  application 
in  either  form  be  dispensed  with.  The  obvious  intent  of  Congress  in 
requiring  this  expenditure  was  to  evidence  the  good  faith  of  parties 
seeking  patent  under  the  mineral  laws,  that  by  the  labor  done  or 
improvements  made  it  would  be  apparent  that  it  was  mineral  land  and 
subject  to  entry  as  such.  The  condition  is  akin  to  that  of  settlement 
and  improvement  under  the  pre-emption  and  homestead  laws,  and  the 
requirement  is  as  imperative  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  others. 

It  appears  that  a  certificate  of  the  surveyor  general  made  May  29, 
1894,  was  filed  in  the  local  office  June  2nd  following  showing  the 
required  expenditure.  But  this  cannot  be  accepted  as  meeting  the 
mandate  of  the  statute,  which  requires  it  to  be  filed  at  the  time  of  filing 
his  application  or  '^  within  the  sixty  days  of  publication.^' 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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railroad  graxt-la>t>s  excepted-bed  of  navigable  river. 
Phillips  v.  Sioux  City  and  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

Lands  forming  a  part  of  the  bed  of  the  Missouri  River,  at  the  date  of  the  grant  to 
this  company,  and  covered  by  the  waters  of  the  main  channel  of  said  stream  at 
snch  time,  were  not  public  lands  subject  to  the  operation  of  said  grant. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office j 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  24^  1896.  (J.  L.) 

This  case  involves  lots  10  and  11  of  section  1,  and  lot  1  of  section  2, 
containing  in  the  aggregate  59.60  acres,  in  a  township  and  range  desig- 
nated sometimes,  a«  T.  88  N.,  R.  48  W.  of  "  5th  ^  principal  meridian, 
Dakota  Territory,  and  sometimes  as  T.  29  K.,  R.  8  E.,  of  '^  6th  "  principal 

meridian,  Nebraska. 

On  June  14, 1887,  Henry  G.  Phillips  filed  his  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  No.  9363  for  said  three  lots;  and  on  January  15, 1890,  after 
due  publication,  he  made  final  proof  and  payment,  and  received  final 
certificate  No.  10,162. 

On  January  14, 1891,  the  "Iowa  Railroad  Laud  Company,"  by  attor- 
neys, filed  in  the  General  Land  Office  a  protest  against  the  issue  of 
patent  in  accordance  with  said  final  certificate,  alleging  that: 

The  tract  in  question  is  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  Sioux  City  and  Pacific 
Railrci^d  land  grant;  and  at  the  date  of  definite  location  of  the  road,  to  wit:  January 
L 1868,  was  vacant  and  unappropriated  public  land  of  the  United  States.  It  there- 
fore passed  nnder  the  grant,  and  the  entry  of  Phillips  subsequently  allowed  was  in 
derogation  of  the  company's  rights.  In  its  behalf  therefore,  we  request  that  said 
entry  may  be  cancelled,  and  that  a  proper  order  to  that  effect  may  be  i8Bue<l  promptly. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  before  me,  that  Phillips  was  ever 
served  with  notice  of  said  protest;  nor  any  testimony,  by  affidavit  or 
otherwise,  tending  to  prove  that  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  map  of 
definite  location  of  the  railroad,  which  was  January  4, 1868,  said  lots 
were  vacant  and  unappropriated  public  land;  or  tending  to  show  who 
or  what  the  '*Iowa  Railroad  Land  Company"  is,  or  what  interest  it  has 
in  the  lands  involved  herein. 

Jfevertheless,  your  ofiice  on  February  1,  J  895,  decided  that  the  lots  10 
and  11  in  said  odd  section  1,  were  within  theprimary  limits  of  the  grant 
to  the  Sioux  City  and  Pacific  liailroad  Company,  authorized  by  the  acts 
of  July  1,  1862  (12  Statutes  489),  and  July  2,  1864  (13  Statutes  356), 
and  that  there  is  nothing  that  would  serve  to  except  the  same  from  the 
operation  of  the  grant;  and  that 

therefore,  said  pre-emption  cash  entry  No.  10^62  of  Henry  C.  PhillipSi  is  hereby 
held  for  cancellation  as  to  the  two  lots  last  aforesaid,  for  conflict  with  the  grant  of 
6ai«l  railroad  company. 

From  said  decision  Phillips  has  appealed  to  this  Department. 
The  files  and  records  of  your  office  show  that  the  three  lots  of  land 
aforesaid  were  never  a  part  of  the  Territory  or  State  of  Nebraska,  nor 
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within  its  jurisdiction,  until  the  passage  of  the  act  of  April  28,  1870 
(16  Statutes  93). 

When  the  first  surveys  were  made  in  Nebraska  in  1858,  and  in  Dakota 
in  ISCl,  the  Missouri  river  a  short  distance  above  the  mouth  of  the  Big 
Sioux  river  turned  suddenly  and  ran  south  about  four  miles;  then 
sweeping  eastwardly  and  northwardly  it  returned  to  a  point  opposite 
to  and  only  a  short  distance  from  its  turning  aforesaid,  thus  making  a 
loop,  which  enclosed  a  peninsula,  about  2^  miles  long  and  23  chains  and 
60  links  wide  across  its  neck,  and  containing  890.12  acres  according  to 
the  maps  on  file.  This  little  peninsula,  being  on  the  left  bank  of  the 
Missouri  river,  belonged  to  Dakota.  Sometime  between  1867  and  1869 
the  river  cut  for  itself  across  the  narrow  neck  of  the  peninsula,  a  new 
and  main  channel;  and  thus  transferred  (so  to  speak),  the  890.12  acres 
aforesaid  from  the  left  to  the  right  of  the  river;  and  left  its  former  bed, 
which  had  nearly  surrounded  them,  to  become  dry  land.  To  prevent 
any  conflict  of  jurisdiction  between  the  State  of  Nebraska  and  the  Terri- 
tory of  Dakota,  Congress  by  the  act  aforesaid  established  the  middle 
of  the  new  channel  as  the  boundary  line  between  them,  and  ceded  to 
Nebra^a  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  lands  embraced  in  the  penin- 
sula and  in  the  former  bed  of  the  river;  and  directed  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  cause  to  be  made  all  necessary  surveys,  meanderings, 
maps  and  so  forth. 

On  June  15, 1870,  the  surveyor  general  approved  a  map  now  on  file 
in  your  office,  which  shows  the  new  channel  and  the  old  channel  and 
the  peninsula,  and  the  subdivisions  of  the  former  bed  of  the  river  into 
lots,  adjusted  to  the  surveys  of  1858  and  1861  aforesaid,  which  had 
been  made  from  different  meridians  and  base  lines.  It  appears  by  said 
map  that  lots  10  and  11  of  section  1,  and  lot  1  of  section  2  aforesaid, 
form  together  an  oblong  tract  of  land,  whose  eastern  boundary  is  the 
former  left  bank  of  the  Missouri  Eiver  as  it  was  officially  meandered 
in  1858,  and  whose  westeim  boundary  is  the  middle  line  of  the  main 
channel  of  the  river  as  it  stood,  the  boundary  between  Nebraska  and 
Dakota,  previous  to  the  opening  of  the  new  channel,  which  made  dry 
land  of  the  former  river  bed. 

In  1862  and  1864  and  for  years  before  and  afterwards,  the  three  lots 
in  controversy  were  part  of  the  bed  of  the  Missouri  river  covered  with 
the  waters  of  its  main  channel.  They  were  not  part  of  the  public  domain 
subject  to  disposition  by  Congress  as  public  lands.  It  is  incredible^ 
and  therefore  cannot  be  presumed,  that  in  1862  and  1864,  Congress 
intended  to  grant  in  presenii  the  bed  of  the  Missouri  river  to  a  railroad 
company. 

The  grant  is  of  alternate  sections  of  public  land;  and  by  public  land,  as  it  has 
been  long  settled,  is  meant  Ruch  land  as  is  open  to  sale  or  other  dispoaition  under 
general  laws.  (Field  J.  on  page  538 of  145 U.  S.,  Hardon  r.  Northern  Pacifio  Railroad 
Company.) 

The  lota  of  land  aforesaid  were  not  embraced  in,  and  did  not  pass 
uuiltr  the  grants  aforesaid.     It  is  therefore  immaterial  to  inquire  on 
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▼hat  day  the  map  of  definite  location  was  filed,  or  what  were  the  limits 
defined  thereby. 

Your  office  decision  is  hereby  reversed.    Phillips's  entry  will  be  held 
intact. 


MIXING  CLAIM— ADVERSE  CLu\IM-.n;i>ICIAL.  PnOCEEBINGS. 

Black  Quebn  Lode  v.  Elcelsior  No.  1  Lode. 

On  application  for  mineral  patent  the  pnrchaser  may  exclnde  land  covered  by  an 
adverse  claim,  and  take  patent  for  the  land  not  in  condict,  without  waiving  his 
poatseesory  right  to  the  remainder. 

Where  co-owners  of  an  adverse  claim  bring  separate  snits  in  their  individual  names, 
and  in  different  conrt8,  a  dismissal  of  the  Junior  proceeding  will  not  confer 
jurisdiction  upon  the  Department  to  proceed  with  the  application  and  allow  the 
entry. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

March  24^  18f^6.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  reconl  before  me  shows  that  the  Crystal  liiver  Mining  Gompany 
made  application  April  8, 1890,  for  patent  for  the  Black  Qneeu  lode 
miniug  claim,  survey  No.  5783,  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado,  land  dis- 
trict; that  during  the  period  of  publication  G.  J.  S.  Hoover  and  Alfred 
Oskamp  filed,  on  June  10, 1890,  their  protest  and  adverse  against  the 
same  showing  a  surface  conflict  of  less  than  one  acre  with  Excelsior 
No.  1  lode.  In  support  of  said  adverse  Oskamp,  individually,  brought 
an  action  in  the  IT.  S.  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Colorado,  on 
July  7,  1890.  On  July  8,  1890,  Hoover  commenced  an  action,  in  his 
individual  name,  in  the  district  court  of  Gunnison  county,  for  the  same 
purpose. 

Ou  September  23, 1892,  in  the  district  court  of  Gunnison  county,  it 
is  shown  that  on  written  application  of  the  plaintiff  (Hoover),  his  suit 
was  dismissed  '^  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  defendant  to  pro- 
ceed herein  ou  its  answer  and  cross-compaint."  Judgment  was  there- 
apou  rendered  for  the  defendant  on  its  cross-complaint  for  the  land  in 
conflict. 

On  June  18, 1895,  The  Crystal  Company  made  application  to  purchase 
the  Black  Queen,  and  the  same  is  indorsed  by  the  receiver  as  follows: 

ParchaAe  money  tendered  and  refused  because  of  failure  of  claimant  to  furnish 
satisfactory  evidence  of  disposal  of  adverse  suit.    Excelsior  No.  1  v.  Black  Queen. 

On  June  26, 1893,  the  judgment  and  decree  of  the  district  court  of 
Gunnison  county  was  filed  in  the  local  office,  but  no  action  seems  to* 
have  been  taken  concerning  it.  The  claimant  appealed  from  the 
action  of  the  local  officers,  and  your  office,  by  letter  of  August  29, 1895^ 
affirmed  their  action,  whereupon  it  prosecutes  this  appeal. 

It  is  shown  by  a  certificate  of  the  register  of  the  United  States  Land 
Office  at  Gunnison  that  final  entry  of  Excelsior  No.  1  claim  was  made 
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in  that  office  September  24,  1894,  by  Hoover  and  Oskamp,  and  tbe 
receiver's  receipt  issued  therefor.  The  register  in  his  certificate  says, 
^  that  said  lode  claim  as  entered  excluded  the  territory  in  conflict  with 
the  Black  Queen  lode,  as  shown  in  the  attached  copy  of  an  adverse  ou 
file  in  this  office."  A  comparison  of  this  plat  with  that  filed  by  Hoover 
and  the  description  in  the  decree  of  the  court  shows  it  to  be  substan- 
tially the  same  ground. 

It  is  urged  that  this  action  by  Hoover  and  Oskamp  is  a  waiver  ou 
their  part  of  the  ground  in  conflict.  I  do  not  so  view  it.  If  they  had 
filed  an  abandonment  of  the  laud,  then  it  might  be  said  that  the  entry 
by  the  Black  Queen  would  be  permitted.  But  the  showing  here  is  only 
that  they  have  excluded  the  territory  from  the  entry.  This  they  may 
do  and  secure  patent  for  the  part  thus  entered,  and  hold  the  excluded 
ground  under  their  possessory  right.  In  Branagan  v.  Dulaney  (2  L.  D., 
744),  Mr.  Secretary  Teller,  on  page  751,  said: 

The  goYemmeut  gives  the  possessor  of  a  lode  his  choice,  to  hold  it  without  patent 
or  to  take  patent.  If  he  attempts  to  take  a  patent  and  finds  that  he  is  met  with 
obstacles  not  anticipated,  he  may  relinquish  his  attempt  to  secure  a  patent,  and  con- 
tinue to  hold  by  right  of  possession.  Thus,  when  the  applicant  to  •int^r  a  lode  claim 
is  met  with  an  adverse  claim,  he  may,  if  he  choose  so  to  do,  avoid  a  legal  conflict  by 
dismissing  his  application  for  a  patent,  and  rely  on  his  title  by  possession  given  him 
by  the  local  laws  and  customs,  and  a  compliauce  therewith.  If  the  adverse  is  for  a 
portion  only  of  the  claim  of  the  applicant,  he  may  elect  to  take  patent  for  the  por- 
tion of  his  claim  that  is  not  in  controversy,  and  he  may  withdraw  from  his  applica- 
tion so  much  of  his  original  claim  as  is  in  controversy.  By  snch  withdrawal  he 
leaves  the  part  of  his  claim  claimed  by  others  in  the  condition  it  was  before  his 
application.  He  may  then  abandon  his  claim  thereto,  or  he  may  litigate  as  to  his 
rights  with  the  party  claiming  adversely. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  judgment  of  the  State  court  in  favor  of 
the  Black  Queen  was  sufficient  in  itself  to  give  the  owner  the  right  to 
patent  the  land.  The  course  pursued  by  the  adverse  claimants  is  a 
little  difficult  to  understand.  There  was  no  apparent  necessity  for  each 
of  them  bringing  an  action  in  their  individual  names  in  different  courts, 
though  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  to  settle  this  controversy.  But  they 
have  done  so,  the  United  States  court  still  has  juiisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject matter,  and  until  the  courts  acts,  the  Department  is  without 
jurisdiction. 

There  is  no  explanation  offered  as  to  why  these  two  suits  were  com- 
menced. But  it  is  shown  that  Oskamp  is  not  a  resident  of  (Colorado, 
while  Hoover  resides  in  Gunnison  county.  It  is,  therefore,  not  improb- 
able that  each  may  have  begun  proceedings  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  other. 

The  statute  (Sec.  2326)  provides  that  after  the  adverse  claim  is  filed, 
all  proceedings  '^  shall  be  stayed  until  the  controversy  shall  have  been 
settled  or  decided  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  the  adverse 
claim  waived.'' 

It  is  true  that  the  Black  Queen  has  a  judgment,  but  it  was  obtained 
in  the  junior  action,  and  after  the  plaintiff  had  dismissed  his  suit.    But 
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it  seems  to  me  that  the  controversy  has  not  "  been  settled  or  decided" 
as  required  by  law,  and  that  the  entry  can  not  be  permitted  in  the 
present  state  of  the  record. 
Your  office  jadgrineut  is  therefore  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— PROTEST— CORROBORATION-TIMBER  LAND  ENTRY. 

Pierce  v.  Bond. 

The  corroboration  of  a  protest  is  not  a  pre-requisite  to  its  recognition  as  a  proper 
basts  for  inquiry  -where  the  facte  as  charged,  if  trae,  are  a  matter  of  record  of 
which  Judicial  notice  mnet  be  taken  by  the  officers  of  the  Land  Department. 

A  protest  against  a  timber  land  entrj^^  on  the  ground  that  tbe  land  is  not  subject  to 
BQch  appropriation  for  the  reason  that  it  had  been  previously  offered  at  public 
sale,  states  a  sufficient  cause  of  action. 

Acting  Secretary  Beynoids  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  24,  1896.  (E.  E.  W.) 

On  the  22d  of  June,  1893,  the  above  named  defendant,  P.  D.  Bond, 
made  cash  entry  of  the  W.  i  SW.  J,  SE.  J  SW.  J,  and  SW.  J  SE.  J 
Sec.  15,  T.  49  N.,  R.  8  W.,  at  Ashland,  Wisconsin,  under  the  act  of 
Congress  of  June  3,  1878,  known  as  the  timber  and  stone  act,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  August  4, 1892. 

On  the  5th  of  October,  1894,  the  plaintiff,  S.  F.  Pierce,  made  appli- 
cation to  enter  the  laud  under  the  homestead  laws,  and  also  filed  a 
protest  against  Sondes  entry,  alleging  that  the  laud  had  once  been 
offered  at  public  sale,  and  for  that  reason  it  was  not  subject  to  entry 
under  the  timber  and  stone  act.  The  register  and  receiver  rejected  this 
application  to  enter,  because  of  Bond's  entry,  and  Pierce  appealed. 

On  the  3d  of  !N"oveinber,  1894,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  in  rejecting 

Pierce's  application  to  enter,  and  also  denied  a  hearing  on  his  protest, 

because  it  was  not  corroborated,  and  did  not  allege  facts  sufficient  to 

constitute  a  cause  of  action.    Pierce  then  appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  is  erroneous,  and  the  grounds  upon 

which  it  is  based  are  not  as  fully  stated  as  they  ought  to  be.    It  was 

not  necessary  for  the  affidavit  of  protest  to  be  corroborated.    The  only 

material  allegation  was  that  the  land  had  been  offered  at  public  sale 

according  to  law,  and  for  that  reason  not  subject  to  purchase  under  the 

timber  and  stone  act.    This  was  a  fact  which,  if  true,  was  a  matter  of 

record  in  the  office  of  the  register  and  receiver  and  Commissioner,  and 

of  which  they  were  required  to  take  judicial  notice,  and  the  proof  of 

which  was  in  their  own  hands.    More  than  this,  it  was  a  fact  which,  in 

the  very  nature  of  the  case,  it  is  not  to  be  su^^posed  that  any  person 

outside  of  their  offices  could  testify  to  from  personal  knowledge. 

And  the  fact  alleged  is  a  cause  of  action.  The  act  of  June  3, 1878 
(20  Stat,  89),  only  authorized  the  sale  of  such  of  the  surveyed  ]>ublic 
lands  in  California,  Oregon,  Nevada  and  Washington  as  were  valuable 
chiefly  for  timber  and  stone,  but  unfit  for  cultivation,  and  which  had 
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not  been  offered  at  public  sale,  aud  were  not  included  in  any  military, 
Indian,  or  other  reservation  of  the  United  States.  Lands  which  bad 
been  offered  at  public  sale  were  not  of  the  class  that  were  authorized  to 
be  purchased  under  this  act.  The  act  of  August  4, 1892  (27  Stat.,  34S), 
makes  this  act  applicable  to  all  the  public  land  States,  aud  provides 
that  stone  land  may  be  purchased  in  smaller  tracts  than  forty  acres,  as 
provided  in  the  placer  mining  laws,  but  does  not  amend  it  in  any  otbtsr 
particular.  It  does  not  authorize  the  purchase  of  lands  that  have  been 
offered  at  public  sale. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ofice  is 
reversed,  aud  the  case  is  remanded  with  instructions  to  find  from  the 
records  whether  the  land  in  question  had  been  offered  at  public  s<ile 
prior  to  Bond's  purchase,  or  not,  and  pass  upon  the  final  proof  and 
protest  in  accordance  with  this  decision. 


CONTE8T-RELJNQUI8HMENT— SECOND  CONTESTANT— INTER VENIXG 

ENTRY. 

Huffman  v.  Milbubn  et  al. 

The  right  of  a  second  contestant  to  be  heard,  'who  aUeges  the  coHaaive  character  of 
the  prior  contest,  in  addition  to  his  charge  against  the  entry,  can  not  be  defeated 
by  a  subsequent  intervening  entry  made  on  relinquishment  of  the  entry  under 
attack,  and  with  notice  of  the  second  contest. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

March  24, 1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

November  16, 1891,  Moore  M.  Milbnrn  made  homestead  entry  No. 
2258,  for  NW.  J  of  Sec.  26,  T.  12  N.,  R.  6  E.,  I.  M.,  Oklahoma  land  dis- 
trict, Oklahoma  Territory. 

April  26, 1892,  £.  H.  Hauna  filed  contest  affidavit  against  said  entry, 
alleging  abandonment. 

On  May  31,  1892,  Huffman  filed  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  that 
Milbnrn,  who  made  homestead  entry  No.  2258,  has  never  established 
residence  on  said  land  as  required  by  law,  but  has  wholly  abandoned 
the  same,  for  more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry,  and  that 
said  abandonment  still  exists. 

On  June  3, 1892,  Milburn's  homestead  entry  No.  2258  was  canceled 
on  presentation  of  his  relinquishment  of  date  April  8, 1892,  and  on  the 
same  day  John  J.  Craigmyle  made  homestead  entry  No.  4560  for  the 
same  land. 

The  case  was  set  for  hearing  July  15, 1892,  and  on  the  day  preceiling 
the  hearing  the  following  agreed  statement  of  facts  was  filed  as  between 
Hanua  and  Milburn : 

E.  H.  Hanna       ) 

r.  >  Involvinjr  NW.  i,  Sec.  26,  T.  12  N.,  R.  6  E.,  I.  M. 

Moore  M.  Milburn.  S 

•  Afj^reed  Rtatement  of  facts  ;\s  a<;ree(l  to  betweeu  the  parties  in  the  above  entitled 
can He. 
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Ist.  That  Moore  M.  Milbum  made  H.  £.  2258  at  Oklahoma  City  laud  office  for  the 
XW.  i  of  Sec.  26,  T.  12  N.,  R.  6  E.,  L  M. 

2d.  That  he  has  not  resided  on  said  land  with  hit)  family,  since  making  said  entry. 
3d.  That  he  has  never  improved  or  cultivated  said  land. 

4th.  That  £.  H.  Hanna  is  qualified  to  make  homestead  entry  under  the  homstead 
law. 

This  statement  is  signed  by  Milburn  and  by  L.  H.  Barlow,  attorney 
for  plaintift*. 

July  21, 1892,  the  local  officers  rendered  a  decision,  recommending 
tbe  cancellation  of  homestead  entry  Ko.  2358. 

On  July  26, 1892,  H.  Bnflman  made  a  motion  for  a  hearing,  alleging 
that  he  filed  a  contest  against  Milburn's  entry  on  May  31, 1892,  and 
thcit  subsequent  to  his  filing  contest  Milburn  relinquished  his  entry, 
and  one  Graigmyle  filed  homestead  entry  No.  455(K  That  the  contest 
of  E.  H.  Hanna  asrainst  Milburn  was  submitted  after  Milburn  had 
relinquished  to  the  United  States,  and  had  no  rights  attaching  to  said 
land.  In  support  of  this  motion  Huff'man  referred  to,  and  asked  to  be 
made  a  part  of  his  motion,  the  records  of  the  office  tract  book  and 
contest  docket,  also  contest  affidavit  No.  1225,  filed  by  him  on  May  31 , 
1892,  and  contest  affidavit  attached  to  motion.  In  said  last  named 
affidavit  Huffman  alleges  that  he  filed  his  contest  in  good  faith,  and 
has  at  all  times  been,  and  now  is,  ready  to  prosecute  the  same;  that 
about  May  20, 1892,  Milburn  told  him  that  he  secured  Hanna  to  file 
a  contest  against  his  entry,  and  that  he  (Milburn)  furnished  all  the 
money  to  pay  expenses;  that  said  contest  was  filed  for  the  pui'iwse  of 
keeping  other  parties  from  filing  a  contest,  and  that  Milburn  told  him 
further  that  he  had  executed  a  relinquishment  for  his  entry,  which 
was  then  in  the  hands  of  one  Vanderwerker,  his  attorney,  who  was 
authorized  to  sell  his  claim. 

On  September  G,  1892,  Huffman  filed  an  amended  affidavit  wherein 
he  alleged  that  J.  L.  Vanderwerker  sustained  confidential  relations  with 
Milbum  as  his  attorney;  that  in  order  to  protect  Milburn's  entry  Van- 
derwerker procured  E.  H.  Hanna,  a  resident  of  Kansas,  to  file  her  con- 
test against  said  entry,  so  that  he  might  sell  and  relinquish  to  the 
parehaser  in  such  way  as  to  defeat  his  (Huffman's)  contest;  that  the 
agreed  statement  of  facts  submitted  in  tlie  case  of  Hanna  v,  Milbum 
was  for  the  puriK)se  of  making  a  pretense  of  prosecuting  the  case  in 
good  faith,  when  it  was  in  fact  fraudulent,  and  that  Craigmyle  was  a 
party  to  the  fraud. 

Your  office  finally,  on  May  29, 1893,  directed  that  a  hearing  be  had, 
of  which  all  parties  in  interest  should  have  notice,  and  be  allowed  to 
introduce  testimony  in  support  of  their  respective  claims. 

On  August  17,  1893,  such  hearing  was  had,  at  which  Huffman  and 
Craigmyle  appeared  and  offered  testimony,  and  on  May  3,  1894,  the 
local  officers  rendered  their  decision,  recommending  the  cancellation  of 
Craigniyle's  euti-y,  No.  4650,  and  awarding  preference  right  of  entry  to 
Uoffmau. 
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It  seems  from  an  affidavit  of  Huft'inan,  that  tlie  whereabouts  of  Hanna 
is  unknown,  and  she  does  not  api>ear  to  have  any  interest  in  the  liti- 
gation. 

Graigmyle  appealed  from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  on 
December  1, 1894,  your  office  affirmed  their  decision.  Craigmyle  h<i8 
appealed  from  your  office  decision,  in  which  appeal  he  specifies  seven 
grounds  of  .error,  which  may  be  substantially  embraced  in  two  i>roposi- 
tions,  viz: 

1.  That  it  was  error  on  the  part  of  your  office  to  order  a  hearing,  after 
Milbum  had  relinquished  his  entry,  and  after  appellant  had  been  allowed 
to  make  entry. 

2,  That  it  was  error  to  hold  that  appellant  was  connected  with  any 
fraud  which  tainted  his  entry. 

The  date  of  Milburn's  rehnquishment  is  fixed,  not  by  the  date  of  its 
execution,  but  by  the  date  of  its  filing  in  the  local  office.  As  it  was 
filed  on  the  3d  of  June,  1892,  and  Craigmyle's  entry  was  made  on  the 
same  day,  and  as  Huffman's  contest  was  filed  on  May  31,  1892,  Huff- 
man had  surviving  rights  as  second  contestant,  if  Hannahs  contest  was 
fraudulent  or  collusive,  and  Craigmyle  had  notice  of  Huffman's  contest 
before  ho  made  entry.  Craigmyle  was,  by  operation  of  law,  charged 
with  notice  of  whatever  evidence  in  reference  to  contests  against 
Milbum's  entry  appeared  of  record  at  the  date  of  his  (Craigmyle's) 
entry.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  error  to  order  a 
hearing  in  the  case  to  ascertain  the  facts  x>ertaining  to  the  rights  of 
adverse  claimants.  The  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  in  ordering 
hearings  will  not  be  interfered  with,  unless  there  is  apparent  abuse  of 
that  discretion. 

The  contest  of  Hanna  v.  Milburn  was  not  finally  disi)osed  of  until 
July  28, 1893,  when  it  was  dismissed  by  T.  H.  Barlow,  attorney  for 
Hanna.  This  left  the  contest  of  Huffman  pending,  which  contained  as 
originally  presented  the  charge  of  abandonment  by  Milburn,  as  well 
as  the  charge,  by  amendment,  of  the  collusive  character  of  Hanua's 
contest.  The  charge  as  to  both  i)ropositions  seems  to  have  been  fully 
supported  by  the  proof,  and  the  local  officers  and  your  office  have 
agreed  in  so  finding.  Hufiman's  original  affidavit  of  contest,  filed  May 
31, 1892,  was  duly  corroborated;  prayed  for  a  hearing  and  permission 
to  prove  the  charges  therein,  and  for  i^reference  right  of  entry.  Under 
the  state  of  facts  presented  by  the  record,  your  office  properly  held 
Craigmyle's  homestead  entry  No.  4550  for  cancellation,  subject  to  Hufi- 
mau's  preference  right  of  entry,  which  decision  is  hereby  approved. 
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RAILROAD  GRANT -LANDS  EXCEPTED-DONATION  CLAIM. 

Oregon  and  California  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Jones. 

A  donation  claim,  void  on  ito  face,  does  not  except  the  land  covered  thereby  from 

the  operation  of  a  railroad  grant. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  26^  1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  NE.  J  of  the  SE.  J  and  lot  5  of  sec- 
tion 15,  T.  6  8.,  R.  2  W.,  Oregon  City,  Oregon,  land  district. 

Said  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  July 
25,  1866  (14  Stat,  239),  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Oregon  and 
California  Railroad,  and  opposite  the  section  of  said  road  that  was 
definitely  located  January  29, 1870. 

Your  office  rendered  decision  herein  November  20, 1894,  stating  that 
the  records  show  that  James  D.  Taylor  filed  donation  notification  No. 
7328  for  said  tract  October  1, 1855,  and  that  his  claim  was  not  canceled 
until  June  29, 1886.  The  claim  of  said  company  to  the  land  was  there- 
fore rejected  with  a  view  to  the  issuance  of  patent  to  Samuel  W.  Jones, 
who  bad  submitted  final  proof  on  his  homestead  entry  made  for  said 
tract  July  7, 1886. 

The  appeal  of  the  Oregon  and  California  Railroad  Company  from  said 
decision  brings  the  case  before  me  for  consideration. 

The  appeal  is  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the  letter  of  your  office  of 
Jane  29, 1886,  canceling  Taylor's  donation  claim  as  to  the  tract  in  ques- 
tion, for  the  reason  that  said  tract  was  not  included  in  his  original 
donation  claim,  but  was  added  to  the  same  after  the  expiration  of  the 
donation  law. 

The  appeal  assigns  error  in  substance  in  holding  that  Taylor's  claim, 
which  was  void  ah  initio  because  made  after  the  expiration  of  the  dona- 
tion law,  excepted  the  land  from  the  grant. 

By  section  five  of  the  act  of  February  14, 1853  (10  Stat.,  158),  the 
provisions  of  the  donation  act  of  September  27, 1850  (9  Stat.,  496), 
under  which  Taylor  claimed  the  land,  were  extended  and  continued  in 
force  until  December  1,  1855. 

As  the  decision  appealed  from  states  that  Taylor  filed  donation  notifi- 
cation for  the  land  in  controversy  October  1, 1855,  and  as  it  appears  from 
the  copy  of  the  letter  of  your  office  of  June  29, 1886,  that  Taylor's  claim 
to  the  land  was  canceled  for  the  reason  that  the  land  formed  no  part  of 
Ills  original  claim,  but  was  added  to  the  same  after  the  expiration  of  the 
donation  law,  December  1,  1855,  I  have  caused  the  records  of  your 
office  to  be  examined  in  regard  to  Taylor's  donation  claim.  The  exami- 
nation discloses  that  Taylor,  on  November  28, 1855,  filed  donation  noti- 
fication for  the  fractional  NW.  J  and  W.  J  of  the  NE.  \  of  said  section 
15.  In  1860  he  offered  final  proof  showing  residence  and  cultivation 
for  four  years.    June  7, 1861,  he  applied  to  have  the  tract  in  contro- 
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Tersy  added  to  Ms  original  claim,  admitting,  however,  that  he  did  not 
form  the  intention  of  claiming  the  land  under  the  donation  law  until 
after  December  1, 1855.  He  made  no  further  proof,  but  on  Novemb^ 
22, 1877,  donation  certificate  issued  to  him  and  his  wife  for  the  19  E.  ^ 
of  the  SE.  J,  the  SW.  J  of  the  NE.  i,  the  KE.  i  of  the  NW.  J  and  lots 
1,  2,  3,  i  and  5  of  said  section  15.  Your  office,  on  January  21, 1885, 
held  the  claim  for  cancellation  as  to  the  N£.  ^  of  the  SE.  ^  and  lot  5, 
the  land  in  controversy,  for  the  reason  that  Taylor  did  not  intend  to 
acquire  title  to  the  same  under  the  donation  laws  until  after  December 
1 ,  1855.  Qn  Taylor^s  failure  to  appeal  from  said  decision  his  claim  to 
the  NE.  J  of  the  SE.  J  and  lot  5  was  canceled  by  the  letter  of  June  29? 
1886,  above  referred  to,  a  copy  of  which  was  filed  with  the  railroad 
company^s  appeal  herein. 

As  Taylor  stated  in  his  application  of  June  7, 1861,  to  have  the  laud 
in  controversy  added  to  his  original  claim,  that  he  did  not  intend  to 
acquire  title  to  the  same  under  the  donation  laws  until  after  December 
1, 1855,  his  claim  to  the  land  was  not  only  void  ah  initio,  but  void  on  its 
face,  and  therefore  did  not  have  the  effect  of  excepting  the  laud  from 
the  operation  of  the  grant  of  July  25, 1866  (14  Stat.,  239),  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  the  Oregon  and  California  Bailroad.  Taylor's  applica- 
tion of  June  7, 1861,  was  void  on  its  face  for  the  further  reason  that  a 
donation  notification  can  not  be  amended,  after  completing  the  terra  of 
residence  required  and  making  flnal'proof,  to  include  other  lands.  John 
J.  Elliott,  1  L.  D.,  303. 

Jones,  the  present  homestead  claimant,  should,  however,  after  due 
notice  to  the  cx>mpany,  be  allowed  to  submit  proof  as  to  whether  Taylor 
was,  on  January  29, 1870,  the  date  of  the  definite  location,  qualified  to 
acquire  title  to  the  land  under  the  homestead  or  pre-emption  laws.  The 
decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  modified. 


TIMBCR  CUI.TURE  ENTRY— riXAIi  PROOF. 

cibgular. 

Department  op  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 

Washington^  D.  C,  March  25^  1896. 
Begisters  and  Beceivers, 

United  States  Land  Offices. 

Gentlemen:  Your  attention  is  called  to  the  following  act  of  Con- 
gress entitled  ^^An  act  relating  to  final  proof  in  timber-culture  entries," 
approved  March  4, 1896 : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepreeentatives  of  the  United  Stateeof  America 
in  Congreee  aesembled,  That  timber  cnltare  claimants  shaU  uot  be  required  in  making 
final  proof,  to  appear  at  the  land  office  to  which  proof  is  to  presented  or  before  an 
officer  designated  by  the  act  of  May  twenty-sixth,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety, 
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within  the  county  in  which  the  land  ia  situated;  bat  such  claimant  may  have  his 
or  her  personal  evidence  taken  by  a  United  States  court  Commissioner  or  a  clerk  of 
any  court  of  record  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
may  prescribe. 

The  testimony  of  the  witnesses  in  either  commutation  proof  or  final 
proof  on  timber-eultare  entries  mast  be  taken  in  the  same  manner  and 
under  the  same  restrictions  provided  by  previous  laws,  but  the  testi- 
mony of  the  claimant  in  such  cases  may  be  taken  by  any  of  the  officers 
mentioned  in  the  act,  wherever  the  claimant  may  happen  to  be. 

This  act  also  applies  to  cases  in  which  final  proof  may  have  hereto- 
fore been  made,  wherein  the  claimant's  testimony  was  taken  outside 
the  county  and  State,  or  district  and  Territory  in  which  the  land  is 
sitoated,  and  if  any  cases  of  this  character  are  pending  in  your  offices 
you  will  adjudicate  them  accordingly. 

Very  respectfully,  S.  W.  Lamobeux, 

Commis8ioner. 
Approved : 

Jno.  M.  Reynolds, 

Acting  Secretary. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRY-SOLDIER'S  TVIDOTT— RESIDENCE. 

Ella  I.  Diokey. 

The  widow  of  a  deceased  soldier  or  sailor,  who  makes  homestead  entry  under  the 
provisions  of  section  2307  R.  S.,  most  identify  herself  with  the  tract  claimed  by 
some  personal  act  of  settlement  thereon  indicative  of  her  claim,  but  need  not 
reside  on  the  land. 

Proof  of  settlement  on  the  land  by  the  widow  will  not  be  required  under  an  entry  of 
such  character,  made  at  a  time  when  the  departmental  regulations  recognized 
caltivation  of  the  land  as  substantial  compliance  with  the  law,  if  proof  of 
cnltiYation  is  duly  furnished. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  26,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

On  April  27, 1887,  Ella  I.  Dickey,  as  the  widow  of  John  H.  Dickey, 
a  deceased  soldier,  made  bomeatead  entry  nuder  the  act  of  June  8, 1872 
(Section  2307  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  U.  S.),  for  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  21, 
T.  15  N.,  R.  31  W.,  North  Platte,  Nebraska,  land  district. 

April  21, 1804,  she  offered  final  proof,  after  due  notice,  and  on  April 
23, 1894,  final  certificate  and  receipt  were  issued. 

September  18,  1894,  your  oflice  rejected  the  proof  as  insufficient,  no 
residence  being  shown,  and  directed  the  local  officers  to  call  upon 
Mrs.  Dickey  to  show  cause  why  her  entry  should  not  be  canceled. 
From  this  action  Mrs.  Dickey  has  appealed,  assigning  as  error  the 
finding  of  your  office  that  the  widow  of  a  deceased  soldier,  who  makes 
homestead  entry  under  the  provisions  of  section  2307  is  required  to 
reside  upon  the  land  embraced  in  her  entry. 
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The  final  proof  shows  that  Mrs.  Dickey  has  had  thirty  acres  of  this 
tract  cultivated  each  year  for  six  years,  but  that  she  has  never  placed 
a  house  on  the  land  or  resided  thereon.  A  certified  copy  of  her  hus- 
bau(Vs  honorable  discharge  from  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States  is  furnished  with  her  final  propf.  It  is  further  shown  that 
appellant  was  married  to  John  H.  Dickey  on  January  18, 1S70,  that 
her  husband  died  October  27, 1883,  leaving  her  with  four  small  children 
to  support,  and  that  she  has  never  remarried.  John  H.  Dickey  never 
made  a  homestead  entry  during  his  lifetime  nor  has  his  widow  ever 
before  attempted  to  avail  herself  of  the  privileges  of  the  homestead  la^'. 

Section  2307  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  under  which  this  entry  was 
made,  reads  as  follows: 

In  case  of  the  death  of  any  person  who  would  be  entitled  to  a  homestead  under 
the  provisionB  of  section  twenty  throe  hnndred  and  fonr,  his  widow,  if  unmarried, 
or  in  case  of  her  death  or  marriage,  then  his  minor  orphan  children,  by  a  guardian 
duly  appointed  and  officially  accredited  at  the  Deparfcinent  of  the  Interior,  shall  1>e 
entitled  to  all  the  benefits  enumerated  in  this  chapter,  subject  to  all  the  provisions 
as  to  settlement  and  improvements  therein  contained ;  but  if  such  person  died  dur- 
ing his  term  of  enlistment,  the  whole  term  of  his  enlistment  shall  be  deducted  from 
the  time  heretofore  required  to  perfect  the  title. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  no  distinction  in  regard 
to  requirements  is  made  between  the  widow  and  the  guardian  of  the 
minor  heirs  (who  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  stands  in  the  place  of  the 
heirs  and  performs  all  acts  necessary  to  be  performed  by  them);  and, 
in  the  second  place,  that  the  word  "residence"  does  not  occur  in  the 
entire  section. 

So  far  as  can  be  learned,  the  Department  ha«  never  passed  upon  the 
question  involved  in  this  case,  but  it  has  decided  that: 

Residence  is  not  required  under  a  homestead  entry  made  by  a  guardian  for  the 
benefit  of  the  minor  orphan  child  of  a  deceased  soldier.    Lamb  r.  Ullery,  10  L.  D.,  528. 

In  the  case  cited,  it  appears  that  Ullery,  as  guardian  of  the  minor 
heirs  of  Samuel  Jacobs,  a  deceased  soldier,  made  homestead  entry  for 
the  benefit  of  said  heirs.  Contest  was  filed  by  Louis  D.  Lamb,  on  the 
ground  that. 

Neither  the  said  Alonzo  B.  Ullery,  Samuel  Jacobs,  nor  Mary  Jacobs  has  ever 
become  a  resident  of  said  land;  that  they  have  wholly  abandoned  said  tract:  that 
they  have  changed  their  residence  therefrom  for  more  than  six  months  since  making 
said  entry;  that  said  tract  is  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  said  parties  as 
required  by  law. 

The  testimony  showed  that  the  guardian,  as  such,  had  made  settle- 
ment on  the  land  soon  after  date  of  entry;  that  the  land  had  been 
cultivated  and  improved  for  the  required  period;  but  that  neither  the 
guardian  nor  the  heirs  had  lived  thereon. 

The  heirs  for  whom  this  entry  was  made  were  quite  young  and  lived  with  their 
mother,  who  had  remarried.  Their  guardian,  Ullery,  lived  in  Denver,  Colorado, 
and  was  an  attorney  at  law. 
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On  this  showing  the  contest  was  dismissed,  it  being  held  that  resi- 
deuce  was  not  neuessary.     It  was  said  in  regard  to  section  2307 : 

'  The  word  '' residence  *'  is  omitted,  and  we  can  not  assame  that  it  was  accidentally 
let't  oat  of  the  requirements,  nor  can  we  enlarge  the  statute  by  a  departmental 
decision. 

This  brings  ns  to  a  consideration  of  the  second  point  to  which  atten- 
tion was  called  above. 

The  words  ''residence^'  and  '* reside  upon''  do  not  occur  in  sectioa 
23<)7,  but  it  is  provided  that  the  entry  shall  be  "subject  to  all  the  pro- 
visions as  to  settlement  and  improvement,"  etc. 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  settlement?"  Is  it  synonymous 
with  "residence,"  or  does  the  one  necessarily  imply  the  other? 

In  1871,  the  Hon.  Assistant  Attorney  General  Smith  defined  a  "  set- 
tler" to  be  a  person, 

who,  intending  to  initiate  a  claim  under  any  law  of  the  United  States,  for  the  dis- 
position of  the  puhlic  domain,  does  some  act,  connecting  himself  with  the  particular 
tract  claimed,  said  act  heing  eqnivalent  to  announcement  of  such  his  intention,  and 
from  which  the  public  generally  may  have  notice  of  his  claim.  Such  act  constitutes 
a  settlement.    Copp*B  Public  Land  Laws,  Ed.  1875,  p.  693. 

This  definition  has  uniformly  been  followed  by  the  Department  (as 
witness  the  numerous  cases  in  the  Land  Decisions),  and  is  the  law 
today. 

The  two  elements  of  legal  settlement,  then,  are:  the  intent  to  appro- 
priate a  particular  tract  under  some  law  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
act  indicative  of  that  intent,  which  act  must  be  performed  upon  the 
tract  claimed  and  be  sufficient  notice  to  the  public  generally  of  such 
claim.  When  these  two  elements  concur,  there  is  a  *' settlement/' 
Howden  p.  Piper,  3  L.  D.,  294. 

It  is  evident  from  this  definition  that  settlement  and  residence  are 
very  different  things.  Settlement  is  complete  at  the  very  instant  that 
a  person  intending  to  initiate  a  claim  to  a  particular  tract  does  some  act 
upon  the  tract  indicative  of  his  intention.  Residence  is  a  continuing 
act.  At  no  time  in  the  history  of  the  public  land  system  of  the  United 
States  have  settlement  and  residence  been  regarded  as  synonymous. 
As  far  back  as  April  25, 1846,  Attorney  General  Mason,  in  his  opinion 
of  that  date,  said: 

Settling,  inhabitancy,  and  improving  are  all  circumstances  to  be  performed  and 
proTecl,  but  they  are  not  synonymous  in  their  meaning.    4  Opinions,  493. 

Under  the  general  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws  settlement  must 
be  followed  by  residence — residence  being  an  express  requirement — and 
this  fact  has  led  to  some  confusion  in  the  use  of  the  terms  ^^  settlement'' 
and  *' settler,"  but  in  a  science  of  exact  definitions,  such  as  law  is,  care 
should  be  taken  to  preserve,  as  far  as  possible,  clear-cut  distinctions. 
*' Settlement"  does  not  mean  "residence,"  nor  does  "residence"  mean 
**  settlement."  Residence  is  the  highest  evidence  of  settlement,  but  is 
uot  nec^essary  to  its  existence.  •  A  person  may  make  settlement  upon  a 
10332— VOL  22 23 
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tract  without  ever  residing  there  a  day.  Unless,  therefore,  a  statute 
explicitly  requires  residence  or  very  plainly  implies  it,  there  is  uo 
authority  for  a  departmental  rule  holding  that  residence  is  necessary  to 
perfect  an  entry  made  under  that  statute. 

We  have  just  seen  that  section  2307  does  not  expressly  require  reel- 
udence;  does  it  clearly  imply  it? 

It  is  necessary  to  observe  that  although  there  is  a  clear  distinction 
7)etween  settlement  and  residence,  yet  they  are  usually  associated,  and 
accordingly  when  one  term  is  used  there  arises  a  presumption  that  the 
other  is  also  intended,  even  though  not  expressed.  The  question  as  to 
whether  in  any  particular  case  this  presumption  is  strong  enough  to 
warrant  an  express  departmental  rale  to  that  effect,  depends  upon  the 
wording  of  the  statute,  the  objects  to  be  attained  by  it,  and  the  evi- 
dent intent  of  Congress. 

Sections  2304  to  2309,  inclusive,  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  are  taken 
from  the  act  of  June  8, 1872  (17  Stat.,  333).  The  first  section  of  said 
act  provides  for  the  entry  under  the  homestead  law  by  honorably  dis< 
•charged  soldiers  and  sailors  of  a  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres,  and  after  providing  for  the  filing  of  a  declar- 
^atory  statement  and  the  deduction  from  the  time  required  to  i>erfect 
title  of  the  time  which  the  soldier  or  sailor  has  served  in  the  army, 
navy,  or  marine  corps,  goes  on  to  further  provide : 

That  no  patent  shall  issae  to  any  homestead  settler  who  has  not  resided  upon, 
improved,  and  cultivated  his  said  homestead  for  a  period  of  at  least  one  year  after 
•he  shall  commence  his  improvements  as  aforesaid.     (Sec.  2305  R.  S.) 

Immediately  thereafter  in  the  third  section  of  said  act  (the  section 
we  are  now  considering)  provision  is  made  for  homestead  entry  by  the 
widow  or  minor  orphan  children  of  a  deceased  soldier  or  sailor,  and  the 
omission  from  this  section  of  the  express  requirement  of  residence  is  a 
significant  fact.  It  is  not  stated  that  the  entry  shall  be  ^<  subject  to  all 
the  provisions  as  to  residence  and  improvements,''  etc.  After  having 
been  used  immediately  above  in  the  same  act  in  regard  to  the  soldier 
or  sailor  himself,  why  were  the  words  ** reside  upon"  omitted  from  sec- 
tion three,  unless  Congress  intended  that  the  statute  should  bear  lighter 
upon  the  widow  and  orphans  than  upon  the  soldier  or  sailor  f  Is  it  not 
reasonable  to  suppo.se  that  the  requirement  of  residence  was  intention- 
ally omitted  in  the  case  of  the  widow  and  orphans?  The  Department 
has  so  held  in  regard  to  the  minor  orphan  children.  In  the  case  of 
Lamb  r.  Ullery,  above  cited,  it  was  said : 

It  cannot  be  reasonably  demanded  that  a  guardian  should  leave  his  home  and 
basiness  to  go  in  person  upon  a  homestead  to  make  a  residence  for  the  sole  benefit  of 
iiis  wards,  and  he  could  then  only  make  a  residence  by  virtue  of  his  fiduciary  capac- 
ity, and  by  the  favor  of  the  law;  if  he  gives  the  land  attention  and  cultivation,  the 
law  excuses  his  actual  residence  on  it.  If  the  heirs  were  compelled  to  make  actual 
-residence  on  the  land,  the  object  of  the  statute  would  be  defeated  in  all  cases  where 
<ihe  children  were  too  young  to  care  for  themselves. 
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The  word  "residenoe''  is  omitted,  and  we  cannot  asBume  that  it  was  accidentally 
left  oat  of  the  requirements,  nor  can  we  enlarge  the  statnte  by  a  departmental 
decision. 

Bat  we  have  seen  that  the  statute  makes  no  distinction  between  the 
widow  and  the  guardian  of  the  minor  orphan  children  in  regard  to 
requirements.  The  same  things  are  required  of  each.  On  what  reason- 
able legal  ground,  then,  could  the  Department  base  a*  rule  requiring 
residence  from  the  widow  and  not  from  the  guardian  of  the  minor  orphan 
children  I  The  reasons  why  residence  should  not  be  required  iu  the  one 
case  are  almost,  if  not  quite,  as  strong  as  in  the  other.  To  require  the 
widow  to  reside  upon  the  land  would  be  to  deprive  the  statute  of  much 
of  its  beneficial  effect.  Such  a  rule  would  fall  hardest  upon  the  most 
deserving  classes — those  who,  like  this  woman  here,  are  encumbered 
with  small  children,  or  who,  through  poverty,  or  weakness,  or  inexpe- 
rieuce,  or  womanly  fear,  are  unable  to  cope  single-handed  with  the 
hardships  of  a  frontier  life. 

It  is  dear  to  my  mind  in  the  light  of  these  considerations  that  Con- 
gress did  not  intend  to  require  residence  of  either  the  widow,  or  the 
guardian  of  the  minor  orphan  children,  or  the  orphans  themselves. 

What,  then,  it  may  be  asked,  is  the  significance  of  the  term  <^  settle- 
ment" as  used  in  section  23()7f 

We  have  just  seen  that  section  2307  does  not  expressly  require 
residence,  but  does  require  settlement;  we  have  further  seen  that  set- 
tlement is  not  synonymous  with  residence;  and  finally  we  have  seen 
tbat  the  term  settlement  as  used  in  the  section  under  consideration 
does  not  imply  residence.  Has  it  then  any  definite  meaning  in  this  con- 
nection ? 

1  take  it  to  mean  personal  identification  in  some  manner  with  the 
tract  claimed. 

Let  us  revert  for  a  moment  to  the  definition  of  the  term  settlement. 
We  saw  that  the  two  essential  elements  of  a  valid  settlement  were,  the 
intent  to  appropriate  a  particular  tract  under  some  law  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  outward,  visible  expression  of  that  intention  upon  the 
tract  claimed.  Now,  these  two  elements  must  concur  in  the  same  indi- 
vidnal.  In  other  words,  the  person  who  has  the  intent  to  appropriate 
must  himself  or  herself  give  visible  evidence  upon  the  tract  claimed  of 
that  intention.    Settlement  cannot  be  made  through  an  agent. 

In  the  section  under  consideration  it  seems  to  have  been  the  intention 
of  Congress  to  require  of  the  widow  or  guardian  some  personal  connec- 
tion with  the  land,  though  the  requirement  of  residence  was  avoided. 

To  this  conclusion,  then,  we  come,  that  the  widow  of  a  deceased 
soldier  or  sailor,  who  makes  homestead  entry  under  the  provisions  of 
section  2307  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  must  identify  herself  with  the 
tract  claimed  by  some  personal  act  thereon  indicative  of  her  claim,  but 
need  not  reside  on  the  land. 

The  final  proof  testimony  submitted  in  this  case  shows  that  the  tract 
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involved  was  caltivated  and  improved  for  a  i)eriod  of  six  years  from 
date  of  entry,  but  it  is  not  clear  as  to  whether  the  claimant  ever  identi- 
fied herself  with  the  land  by  any  personal  act  thereon.  However,  I 
find  it  unnecessary,  in  view  of  certain  further  considerations,  to  call 
for  information  upon  that  point. 

At  the  time  this  entry  was  made,  in  1887,  the  only  expression  of  the 
Department  as  to  the  construction  to  be  placed  upon  section  2307  was 
that  contained  in  the  general  circular  of  March  1, 1884  (the  circular 
then  in  force).    On  page  23  of  that  circular  it  is  said: 

The  raliog  relative  to  the  widow  or  minor  children  of  a  deceased  homestead  party 
as  to  actual  residence  (page  15)  is  equally  applicable  to  the  widow  or  minor  children 
of  a  deceased  sailor  or  soldier;  if  the  land  is  cultivated  in  good  faith  the  law  will  Ije 
regarded  as  substantially  complied  with,  although  the  widow  or  children  may  not 
actually  reside  upon  the  land. 

Almost  identically  the  same  language  is  used  in  the  general  circulars 
of  January  1, 1880  (page  26),  and  February  6, 1892  (page  19). 

^^  If  the  land  is  cultivated  in  good  faith  the  law  will  be  regarded  as 
substantially  complied  with."  This  is  the  information  that  the  Depart- 
ment has  given  to  the  public  through  the  medium  of  its  general  cir- 
culars, and  with  the  law  as  thus  construed  Mrs.  Dickey  has  strictly 
complied. 

A  departmental  construction  of  a  statute,  until  revoked  or  overruled,  has  all  the 
force  and  effect  of  law,  and  acts  performed  thereunder  are  entitled  to  protection. 
Mary  R.  Leonard,  9  L.  D.,  189. 

Your  oflBce  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  entry  will  be 
passed  to  patent. 


HOM£ST£AI>  CONTEST— DrVORCED  WOMAN. 

SUGDEN  r.   HiMSWORTH. 

In  the  case  of  a  wife  who  is  divorced  from  her  husband,  on  account  of  a  crime  com- 
mitted by  him  that  in  effect  dissolved  the  family  relation,  and  for  which  he  was 
convicted  and  incarcerated,  her  status  may  be  regarded  as  that  of  a  deserted 
wife,  and  as  such,  entitled  to  attack  the  homestead  entry  of  her  former  husband 
during  the  period  of  his  imprisonment,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  herself 
and  children  the  land  on  which  she  has  continued  to  reside. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  26, 1896.  (G.  C.  R.) 

On  July  23,  1894,  Hannah  Sugden  filed  a  contest  affidavit  in  the 
United  States  land  office  at  Spokane  Falls,  State  of  Washington. 
This  affidavit  reads  as  follows: 

PersouaUy  appeared  before  me,  H.  Warner,  a  notary  public  in  and  for  the  State  of 
Washington,  Hannah  Sugden,  of  Spokane  county,  State  of  Washington,  who  upon 
oath  says : 

1st.  That  she  is  well  acquainted  with  the  tract  of  land  embraced  in  the  homestead 
entry  of  James  Himsworth,  to  wit,  homestead  entry  No.  7490,  being  for  the  east  half 
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of  northwest  quarter  of  section  20,  township  28  north,  range  44  east,  W.  M.,  made 
October  6,  1890.  Affiant  further  says  that  on  the  3rd  dny  of  July,  1884,  in  the  City 
of  Manistique,  and  State  of  Michigan,  she  was  married  to  James  Himsworth,  and 
continued  to  live  with  him  until  ahout  the  7th  day  of  July,  1892. 

2nd.  That  on  the  30th  day  of  September,  1892,  that  said  James  Himsworth  was  in 
the  superior  court  of  Spokane  county,  State  of  Washington,  convicted  of  the  crime 
of  rape  committed  upon  the  fifteen  year  old  daughter  of  this  affiant  by  a  former 
husband,  and  was  upon  said  conviction  duly  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  pen- 
itentiary of  the  State  of  Washington,  located  at  Walla  Walla,  for  a  period  of  fifteen 
years,  and  is  now  imprisoned  in  said  penitentiary  under  said  sentence. 

3rd.  That  subsequent  to  the  imprisonment  of  said  James  Himsworth,  based  upon 
the  grounds  of  his  said  criminal  acts  and  imprisonment,  and  that  as  a  result  of  said 
proceedings  she  was  on  the  18th  day  of  October,  1892,  granted  an  absolute  divorce 
from  said  James  Himsworth. 

4th.  That  affiant  has  been  advised  by  those  learned  in  the  land  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  upon  such  advice  and  information  alleges  the  truth  to  be  that  James 
Himsworth  is  civilly  dead,  and  therefore  incapable  of  complying  with  the  require- 
ments  of  the  law  relating  to  residence,  improvement  and  cultivation  of  a  homestead ; 
and  that  since  his  imprisonment  the  said  James  Himsworth  has  never  been  upon  the 
land,  never  himself  or  by  any  representative  or  agent  caused  said  land  to  be  culti-* 
vated  and  improved,  as  required  by  law,  and  that  said  land  has  for  a  period  of  about 
two  years  been  uncultivated  by  the  said  James  Himsworth,  or  any  representative 
or  heir. 

5th.  That  during  their  married  life  there  was  no  issue  bom  to  the  said  James 
Himsworth  and  this  affiant,  but  that  this  affiant  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  with  the 
said  James  Himsworth  had  three  children  by  her  former  husband,  and  that  nearly 
all  the  improvements  located  upon  said  land  at  the  time  of  the  imprisonment  of  said 
James  Himsworth  had  been  placed  there  either  by  the  personal  labor  or  with  the 
earnings  of  this  affiant  and  her  said  children,  and  that  this  affiant  claims  said  improve- 
uienTB,  and  alleges  that  both  in  law  and  equity  sbe  should  be  decreed  to  be  the  sole 
owner  of  said  improvements  and  the  whole  thereof.  That  ever  since  the  6th  day  of 
October,  1890,  this  affiant,  together  with  two  of  her  children,  has  resided  upon  said 
land.  That  at  the  time  of  the  obtaining  of  her  divorce  from  said  James  Himsworth 
there  was  no  property  belonging  to  the  said  James  Himsworth  that  could  be  decreed 
or  given  to  this  affiant  for  the  purpose  o^  maintaining  her,  and  that  she  received 
nothing  from  said  James  Himsworth.  That  since  his  imprisonment  the  said  James 
Himsworth  has  sent  notice  to  this  affiant  that  she  and  her  children  must  move  off 
the  place,  and  is  threatening  to  institute  proceedings  to  eject  this  affiant  from  said 
land. 

Therefore  this  affiant  asks  that  a  time  and  place  may  be  named  by  the  register  and 
receiver  for  a  hearing,  and  that  she  may  he  allowed  to  prove  said  allegations,  and  to 
show  that  said  claimant  James  Himsworth  is  civilly  dead;  that  the  land  has  not  been 
cultivated  by  any  heir  or  representative  of  the  said  James  Himsworth,  as  required 
hy  law,  and  that  said  homestead  entry  No.  7490  may  be  decreed  canceled  and  for- 
feited to  the  United  States,  and  that  the  said  contestant  may  be  allowed  to  pay  the 
expenses  of  such  hearing,  and  if  said  cancellation  be  granted,  may  be  allowed  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  said  tract  of  land,  this  affiant  alleging  that  she  is  duly 
qualified  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  to  make  a  homestead  entry. 

Hannah  Sugden. 

The  register  and  receiver  held  that  the  facts  set  fortb  iu  tlie  affidavit 
do  not  coustitate  abandoument,  because  the  absence  from  the  land  was 
by  reason  of  jadicial  compulsion,  which  excuses  such  absence.  A  hear- 
ing was  therefore  refused. 


358  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE    PUBLIC   LANDS. 

Ou  appeal,  your  office,  by  decision  of  October  15, 1894,  affirmed  that 
action.    A  further  appeal  brings  the  case  here. 

It  is  the  well  settled  doctrine  of  this  Department  that  a  settler  on  the 
public  lands,  undertaking  to  acquire  title  thereto  by  compliance  with 
the  public  land  laws,  may  be  excused  for  temporary  absences  caused  l»y 
well  founded  apprehensions  of  violence,  by  sickness,  by  ijresence  of  an 
epidemic  or  by  judicial  compulsion.  This  doctrine  has  also  received 
the  sanction  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  Bohall  r. 
DiUa,  114  U.  S.,  47. 

In  most  cases,'  if  not  in  all,  where  the  abandonment  was  the  result 
of  judicial  compulsion,  and  it  was  held  by  the  Department  that  absence 
from  the  land  was  the  result  of  duress  and  therefore  excusable,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  contest  was  brought  by  some  one  other  than  the  former 
wife  of  the  settler,  and  that  the  charge  of  abandonment  under  judicial 
restraint  can  not  be  pleaded  as  against  the  wife  or  children  of  the  entry- 
man  or  settler. 

In  the  case  of  Reedhead  v,  Hauenstine  (15  L.  D.,  554,)  defendant  made 
homestead  entry  of  a  quarter  section.of  land,  improved  the  same,  and 
lived  thereon  for  one  year  j  he  was  then  arrested,  tried,  convicte<l  and 
sentenced  to  death  for  the  crime  of  murder;  at  the  time  the  contest 
was  brought  alleging  abandonment,  he  was  in  the  penitentiary  pend- 
ing a  review  of  the  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Nebraska. 
He  had  a  wife,  but  no  children ;  his  wife  was  unable  to  live  on  the  place 
after  the  murder  was  committed  by  reason  of  poverty,  and  there  was 
no  cultivation  of  the  place  after  that  time.  The  cause  of  the  abandon- 
ment was  due  entirely  to  his  imprisonment.  The  wife  asked  that  the 
contest  be  disiiiissed,  and  the  entry  allowed  to  stand  for  her  benefit. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  Department  held  that  the  absence  of 
the  defendant  was  the  result  of  judicial  restraint,  and  his  residence 
was  not  interrupted  thereby. 

In  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Cooley  (10  L.  D.,  551),  it  was  also  held  that 
absence  from  the  land  as  the  result  of  judicial  restraint  did  not  inter- 
rupt the  residence  which  was  maintained  uix>n  the  land  until  the  arrest 
was  matle.  Cooley  in  this  case  was  the  first  settler;  he  was  arrested 
and  taken  to  jail  at  Baker  city,  Oregon,  and  was  there  burned  to  death. 
His  wife  was  insane,  and  a  guardian  was  appointed  for  the  two  minor 
children.  It  was  upon  the  protest  of  this  guardian  against  the  final 
proof  of  a  subsequent  settler,  who  alleged  abandonment  on  Oooley-s 
part,  that  the  holding  was  made. 

In  Anderson  r.  Anderson  (5  L.  D.,  6),  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
was  convicted  and  imprisoned  for  life  on  the  charge  of  murdering  his 
wife.  His  family  then  consisted  of  seven  children— four  being  minors. 
He  had  fully  complied  with  the  law  as  to  residence,  cultivation,  etc 
After  his  arrest,  but  before  his  conviction,  and  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting the  property  for  all  his  children,  he  leased  the  land.  The  con- 
test (alleging  abandonment)  filed  by  his  son  Charles,  who,  it  appears, 
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last  left  the  land,  was  dismissed,  the  Department  holding  that  since  he 
had  complied  with  the  law  up  to  date  of  his  arrest,  his  absence  there- 
after under  judicial  compulsion  could  not  be  considered  a  voluntary 
abandonment. 

In  all  these  cases,  and  others  that  might  be  cited,  the  abandonment 
under  judicial  restraint  was  charged  by  some  one  other  than  the  wife 
of  the  eutryman. 

Here  is  a  case,  if  the  averments  in  the  affidavit  be  true,  where  the 
entryman  is  in  fact  debarred  from  living  on  the  land  by  judicial  com- 
pulsion. But  he  was  convicted  of  a  heinous  crime,  so  revolting  that  no 
woman  with  self  respect  would  ever  after  the  commission  of  the  crime 
consent  to  a  resumption  of  the  marital  relations.  She  sought  for  and 
obtained  a  decree  of  divorce,  which  was  provided  for  in  the  statutes  of 
the  State.  She  alleges  that  she  has  constantly  lived  on  the  land,  and 
that  with  her  owii  labor  and  means,  and  those  of  her  children  by  a 
former  husband,  she  has  made  all  the  improvements. 

It  is  true,  the  entryman's  absence  was  caused  ultimately  by  the  strong 
arm  of  the  law ;  but  back  of  all  that  and  primarily  in  consequence  of  his 
own  infamy  and  vile  conduct  against  his  own  household,  and  in  utter 
disregard  of  his  marriage  vows,  he  rendered  his  further  presence  on  the 
land  with  his  outraged  wife  and  infant  stepdaughter  out  of  the  question. 
Under  such  circumstances,  even  without  arrest,  the  family  ties  were 
sundered.  He  was  sent  to  the  penitentiary  for  fifteen  years;  it  will  be 
well  into  the  next  century  before  he  is  released  should  he  even  live  to* 
the  end  of  the  term  of  his  righteous  incarceration.  To  allow  him  when 
he  gets  out  to  drive  his  divorced  wife  and  her  children  from  the  land 
would  be  to  put  a  premium  upon  crime.  He  should  not  be  permitted 
to  utilize  his  own  infamy  as  an  engine  of  oppression  against  his  former 
wife,  and  take  from  her  that  which  she  alleges  she  has  earned.  She 
may  be  regarded  as  a  deserted  wife,  for,  «as  above  seen,  his  conduct 
rendered  his  further  relations  as  husband  uabearable;  his  convictioi^ 
for  the  oftense  gave  him  the  legal  stamp  of  a  felon,  and  his  imprison- 
ment for  fifteen  years  was  a  sequence  of  his  crime.  A  voluntary  act 
resulted  in  an  involuntary  restraint,  but  the  act  itself  was  tantamount 
to  a  dissolution  of  the  family  ties,  and  he  alone  was  responsible;  and  if 
the  necessary  results  of  his  own  crime  resulted  in  his  abandonment  or 
the  land  and  the  desertion  of  his  wife  (enforced  though  it  may  be),  his 
wife  may  plead  such  desertion  in  furtherance  of  her  own  rights  in  respect 
to  the  land,  upon  which  she  has  constantly  maintained  her  residence. 

In  Bray  v.  Colby  (2  L.  D.,  78),  Secretary  Teller  laid  down  this  rule : 

When  the  entryman  has  established  a  residence  and  placed  his  wife  npon  the  land,, 
no  one  bat  hi?  wife  shall  be  heard  to  allege  desertion,  in  proof  of  his  change  of  resi- 
dence or  abandonment,  daring  the  period  of  seven  years  from  date  of  the  entry^ 
provided  that  she  maintain  a  residence  on  the  land. 

Also: 

Within  seven  years  from  date  of  entry,  if  the  wife,  maintaining  her  residence  oir 
the  land,  shall  allege  and  prove  her  husband's  desertion  of  her,  said  entry  shall  b» 
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canceled  and  she  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  the  land  in  ber  own  name,  prorided 
tbat  she  is  the  head  of  a  family  or  that  she  has  the  legal  right  to  acquire  real 
property  as  a  feme  sole. 

See  also  Pawley  r.  Mackey,  15  L.  D.,  596. 

It  is  also  the  settled  rale  of  this  Department  that  a  deserted  wife  is 
qualified  as  head  of  a  family  to  make  homestead  entry.  Kamanski  r. 
Eiggs,  0  L.  D.,  186;  Porter  r.  Maxfield,  5  L.  B.,  42. 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  your  office  decision  is  reversed,  and  the 
contest  affidavit  of  Mrs.  Sugden  (formerly  Hiinsworth)  will  be  returned 
to  the  local  office  with  directions  to  issue  notice  thereon,  and  allow  a 
hearing  upon  the  allegations  contained  therein. 


RAILROAD  LANDS-CASH  ENTRY-ACT  OF  MARCH  «,   1889. 

Hamilton  v.  Gbeenhoot  et  al. 

The  confirmation  of  a  cash  entry  as  provided  for  iu  the  act  of  March  2,  1889^  is  not 
defeated  by  the  occupancy  of  a  pre-emption  claimant  who  was  an  alien  at  date 
of  settlement,  and  did  not  declare  his  intention  to  1>ecome  a  citizen  nntil  aft«r 
May  1,  1888. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

March  J26'j  1896.  (E.  E.  W.) 

Statement:  On  the  21st  of  February,  1880,  Solomon  Greenhoot  and 
Jacob  Backholtz  made  private  cash  entry  of  the  N.  J  SE.  J  Sec.  7,  T. 
42  N,,  R.  34  W.,  at  Marquette,  Michigan;  and  on  the  8th  of  March  of 
the  same  year  Samuel  N.  Stephenson  and  William  Holmes  made  scrip 
location  of  the  S.  J  of  the  same  quarter  section.  On  the  27th  of  March, 
1885,  George  A.  Hamilton  applied  to  file  a  preemption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  whole  of  the  SE.  J,  which  application  the  register  and 
receiver  rejected  because  of  the  prior  entries  of  Greenhoot  and  Buck- 
boltz,  and  Stephenson  and  Holmes,  aforesaid.  It  is  conceded  that  the 
land  at  that  time  was  included  in  the  grants  to  the  State  of  Michigau 
to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Marquette  and  State  Line  Railroad 
(11  Stat.,  21),  and  not  subject  to  entry,  and  that  both  entries  were  erro- 
neously allowed.  The  act  of  Congress  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  1008), 
forfeited  these  grants,  and  confirmed  all  cash  entries  so  erroneously 
allowed  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  be  satisfied  were 
made  in  good  faith,  and  upon  which  there  were  no  bona  fide  pre-emption 
or  homestead  claims  on  the  1st  dfiy  of  .May,  188S,  arising  or  asserted  by 
actual  occupation  of  the  land  under  color  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  confirmed  all  such  pre-emption  and  homestead  claims. 
Pursuant  to  this  act  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  issued  a  circular  on 
the  30th  of  December,  1889  (13  L.  D.,  423),  requiring  such  cash  entry- 
man  to  file  affidavits  of  good  faith  and  publish  notice  of  their  claims 
for  four  consecutive  weeks,  and  allowing  settlers  30  days  from  the  dnte 
of  the  first  publication  to  tile  evidence  of  their  claims.  On  the  ICth  of 
April,  1890,  Greenhoot  and  Buckholtz  filed  their  joint  affidavit  of  good 
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faith,  and  asked  for  coufirmatiou  of  their  entry,  and  sabseqaently  also 
filed  proof  of  the  publication  from  May  10,  to  May  31,  1890,  inclasive, 
of  the  notice  required  by  the  said  circular  of  December  30, 1889.  On 
the  6th  of  May,  1890,  Hamilt<m  filed  his  affidavit  of  settlement  and 
occupancy,  and  asked  for  confirmation  of  his  claim.  After  various  pro- 
ceedings not  necessary  to  recite  here,  the  register  and  receiver  heard 
the  case,  and  rendered  a  decision  on  the  19th  of  June,  1894,  recommend- 
ing rejection  of  Hamilton's  claim,  and  confirmation  of  Greenhoot  and 
Buckholtz'  entr}'  of  the  N.  ^,  and  Stephenson  an<l  Holmes'  entry  of  the 
S.  i,  of  the  said  SE.  ^.  Hamilton  appealed,  and  on  the  7th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1894,  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  affirmed  the 
decision  of  the  register  and  receiver  as  to  Hamilton  and  Greenhoot 
and  Bucklioltz,  and  also  as  to  Stex)henson  and  Holmes  upon  their  filing 
the  affidavit  and  making  the  publication  required  by  the  circular  of 
December  30,  1889.  In  this  decision  the  Commissioner  found  from  the 
evidence  that  Hamilton  settled  on  the  laud  in  February,  1885,  built  a 
house,  improved  and  cnltivatetl  the  land,  and  was  in  actual  occupation 
of  it  on  the  first  of  May,  18S8;  and  also  that  he  was  an  alien  and  did 
not  file  his  declaration  to  become  a  citizen  until  February  22, 1890. 
The  Commissioner  also  found  that  Stephenson  and  Holmes  had  not 
complied  with  the  requirements  of  said  circular  of  December  30, 1889. 
From  this  decision  Hamilton  has  appealed  to  the  Department, 

Opinion :  The  Commissioner's  findings  of  fact  are  supported  by  the 
evidence,  and  his  conclusions  of  law  are  correct.  The  entries  of  Green- 
boot  and  Buckholtz,  and  Stephenson  and  Holmes,  are  of  the  class  con- 
firmed by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2, 1889,  provided  there  was  no 
bimafids  pre-emption  or  homestead  claim  on  the  land  on  the  first  day  of 
May,  1888,  arising  or  asserted  by  actual  occupation  under  color  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  Hamilton's  claim  was  on  the  land  on  the 
first  day  of  May,  1888,  and  it  was  honafide^  and  arose  and  was  asserted 
by  actual  occui>ation  under  color  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
But  at  that  date  he  was  an  alien,  and  had  not  declared  his  intention 
to  become  a  citizen,  and  an  alien  who  has  not  declared  his  intention  to 
become  a  citizen  cannot  acquire  any  rights  to  x)ub]ic  land.  Hamilton 
contends  that  the  filing  of  his  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citi- 
zen on  the  22d  of  February,  1890,  related  back  to  the  date  of  his  settle- 
ment, or  at  least  to  the  first  day  of  May,  1888,  and  cured  the  defect  in 
his  qualifications  as  an  entryman.  But  in  this  he  is  mistaken,  it  has 
been  the  uniform  holding  of  the  Department  that  an  alien  cannot 
acquire  any  right  to  public  land  prior  to  the  filing  of  his  declaration 
of  intention  to  become  a  citizen.  Southern  Pac.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Saunders 
(6  L.  D.,  98),  and  cases  there  <5ited.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  Ham- 
ilton's claim  cannot  be  confirmed,  and  that  it  constitutes  no  bar  to  the 
confirmation  of  the  entries  of  Greenhoot  and  Buckholtz,  and  Stephen- 
son and  Holmes. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is 
affirmed. 
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MINING  CLAIM— DISCOVERY— RECONVEYANCE  OF  PATENTED   LODE. 

Winter  Lode. 

• 

The  discovery  of  mineral  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  location  of  a  mining  claim,  and 
the  discovery  mnst  be  made  on  land  open  to  exploration,  not  claimed  or  located 
by  any  other  person. 

The  ruling  in  the  Joniata  Lode  case,  13  L.  D.,  715,  whereby  the  Department  to  avoid 
litigation  consented  to  accept  a  reconveyance  of  patented  placer  ground  for  the 
purpose  of  passing  title  to  the  owner  of  a  known  lode  therein,  is  not  applicable 
as  between  two  lode  claims  where  the  applicant  for  relief,  with  due  notice,  per- 
mits the  patent  to  issue  without  protest. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

March  26^  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  appears  that  Charles  G.  Kellogg  et  al.y  on  July  19,  1881,  made 
mineral  entry  No.  681  of  the  Winter  lode,  survey  No.  896,  Leadville, 
ColoiPado,  land  district.  It  is  shown  by  the  plat  and  field  notes  that 
the  discovery  shaft,  upon  which  the  statutory  sum  of  $500  had  been 
expended,  was  upon  ground  that  had  been  patented  as  the  Independ- 
ent lode,  survey  No.  467. 

On  consideration  of  the  matter,  your  office,  by  letter  of  June  14, 
1882,  suspended  the  entry,  and  held  that  unless  it  could  be  shown  that 
there  was  mineral  within  the  limits  of  the  claim,  the  Winter  lode  would 
be  held  for  cancellation. 

On  June  3, 1887,  Kellogg,  on  behalf  of  his  co-owners,  submitted  a 
statement  by  which  it  was  shown  that  the  owners  of  the  Independent 
lode  had  conveyed  to  the  owners  of  the  Winter  lode,  October  20, 1879, 
that  part  of  the  Independent  lode  which  included  the  discovery  shaft 
of  the  Winter.    He  asked : 

If  the  ground  conveyed  to  them  by  the  La  Clede  Mining  Company  (patentee  of  tlie 
Independent  lode)  be  reconveyed  through  that  company  to  the  United  States,  cnn  a 
patent  then  be  issned  for  the  Winter  lodef 

In  reply  your  office,  by  letter  of  June  20, 1887,  held  that  this  could 
not  be  done;  required  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  existence  of  mineral 
within  and  of  $500  improvements  on  the  ground  claimed;  also  further 
evidence  as  to  the  citizenship  of  one  of  the  applicants. 

By  your  office  letter  of  December  4, 1890,  a  report  was  called  for  from 
the  local  office  in  reference  to  the  requirements  of  your  office  letter  of 
June  20, 1887,  whereupon  the  applicants,  on  December  12, 1890,  made  a 
request  to  be  allowed  further  time  to  comply  therewith. 

The  matter  again  rested  until  Februarj"  18, 1893,  when  your  office 
required  a  report  as  to  what  had  been  done  by  the  applicants  in  regard 
to  your  former  office  orders.  The  report  was  that  nothing  had  been 
done.  Thereupon  yonr  office,  on  March  3, 1893,  directed  that  the  appli- 
cants be  given  sixty  days  to  make  the  required  showing, 

or  to  take  steps  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Juniata  decision,  13  L,  D., 
715,  in  order  to  secure  patent  for  their  claim. 
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lu  reply  to  this  tbe  claimants  filed  a  supplemental  abstract  of  title, 
showing  a  transfer  by  the  La  Clede  Mining  Company,  dated  and 
recorded  October  20, 1870,  to  the  applicants  of  a  portion  of  the  Inde- 
pendent lode,  described  as  follows:  "  125  feet  in  length  of  the  S,  W.  end 
of  said  lode,  being  300  feet  wide  by  125  feet  in  length  along  the  course 
of  said  lode,  as  shown  by  official  survey  467."  Also  a  mining  deed 
from  the  claimants,  dated  May  25,1803,  and  recorded  June  6,  following, 
to  the  United  States,  which  the  abstract  says :  "  Conveys  same  premises 
as  described  in  last  entry,"  being  the  description  above  quoted. 

On  receipt  of  this  your  office,  by  letter  of  July  28, 1893,  decided  that 
the  question  involved  in  this  case  did  not  come  Avithin  the  rule  in  the 
Jnniata  case,  and  revoked  that  part  of  your  office  letter  of  March  3, 
1893,  requiring  applicants  to  take  steps  in  accordance  with  that  deci- 
sion; that  the  land  had  been  patented  to  the  Independent  lode,  and  the 
government  would  not  accept  a  reconveyance  for  the  purpose  of  invest- 
ing title  in  another,  unless  it  was  shown  that  the  original  patent  was 
issued  by  fraud,  accident  or  mistake,  and  in  cases  where  the  Department 
woald  be  justified  in  recommending  an  action  to  set  aside  the  former 
patent.  The  parties  were  again  required  to  furnish  the  evidence 
theretofore  demanded. 

On  August  0,  1801,  nothing  having  been  done,  your  office  directed 
the  register  and  receiver  to  give  the  claimants  thirty  days  to  show 
cause  why  their  entry  should  not  be  held  for  cancellation.  On  Septem- 
ber 18,  following,  the  local  officers  reported  that  Kellogg  "came  into 
the  office  and  read"  your  office  letter  of  March  3, 1803.    On  September 

26. 1894,  your  office  called  for  a  report  as  to  what  action  had  been  taken 
ill  jmrsuance  of  your  office  letter  of  August  9,  1894. 

No  attention  seems  to  have  been  paid  to  this  demand,  and  on  March 

19. 1895,  your  office  again  called  for  a  report,  and  in  reply  thereto  the 
applicants  filed  an  appeal  on  April  20, 1895,  from  your  office  decision 
of  July  28, 1803.  The  errors  si)ecified  are  directed  entirely  to  the  aetion 
of  your  office  in  holding  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Juniata  case  can  not 
be  applied  to  the  case  at  bar. 

If  it  affirmatively  appeared  by  the  record  that  proper  notice  of  the 
decision  of  your  office  of  July  28^  1803,  had  been  served  on  the  claim- 
auts,  this  appeal  would  be  dismissed.  The  only  evidence  of  notice  is 
the  rei)ort  of  the  local  officers,  made  more  than  a  year  after  the  decision 
was  promulgated,  that  Kellogg  came  into  the  office  and  read  the  letter. 
This  is  hardly  sufficient  to  charge  the  applicants  with  notice,  and  inas- 
much as  this  is  an  ex-parte  proceeding,  and  the  only  question  is  one 
between  the  government  and  the  entrymen,  the  appeal  will  be  enter- 
tained. 

The  record  facts  in  this  matter  have  been  gone  into  quite  fully,  for 
the  purpose,  principally,  of  showing  with  what  disregard  the  appellants 
have  treated  the  numerous  orders  of  your  office  in  endeavoring  to  have 
them  comply  with  the  rudimentary  requirements  of  the  law.  It  is  con- 
ceded that  the  discovery  shaft,  ui)on  which  the  $500  improvements  have 
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been  placed,  is  not  upon  the  ground  included  in  the  application  for 
patent.  It  would  seem  idle  to  contend  that  the  government  could  issue 
its  patent  for  the  land  under  such  circumstances.  The  statute  itself 
and  all  decisions  of  the  Department  and  the  courts  make  the  discovery 
of  mineral  a  prerequisite  to  the  location  of  a  mining  claim,  and  the  dis- 
covery must  be  upon  land  open  to  exploration,  not  claimed  or  located 
by  any  other  person.  The  ground  ui)on  which  this  shaft  is  situated  is 
included  in  the  claim  of  another,  and  at  the  time  of  the  application  for 
patent  the  title  to  it  had  passed  from  the  government  by  its  patent  of 
the  Independent  lode.  The  plat  and  field  notes  show  unmistakably 
that  the  discovery  shaft  was  not  on  the  ground  claimed  by  the  Winter 
lode.  The  entry,  therefore,  should  not  have  been  allowed  by  the  local 
officers. 

The  original  abstract  filed  with  the  application  shows  that  the  La 
Clede  Company  had  conveyed  to  the  applicants  *'  125  by  300  feet  on  the 
Independent  lode"  in  October,  1879,  just  one  year  before  the  Winter 
lode  application  was  filed.  From  this  brief  description  in  the  abstract 
no  one  could  conjecture  that  it  was  meant  to  convey  the  discovery  shaft. 
The  description  furnished  by  the  supplemental  abstract  is  no  more  defi 
uite  than  that  in  the  original,  except  that  it  shows  the  ground  as  located 
in  ^^the  S.  W.  end  of  said  lode.-^  But  it  is  claimed  by  appellants  that 
this  description  does  include  the  shaft.  If  this  be  true,  then  at  the  time 
they  made  their  application,  and  before  patent  issued  to  the  Independ- 
ent lode,  whatever  title  the  patentees  had  to  this  piece  of  ground  vested 
in  the  Winter  lode,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  owners  of  that  lode,  in 
order-to  protect  their  location,  to  have  had  it  excluded  from  the  Inde- 
l)endent  application  and  patent,  because  the  very  basis  of  their  right 
to  the  Winter  lode  was  included  therein,  and  without  their  discovery 
and  improvements,  included  in  the  land  applied  for,  they  could  not  hope 
to  secure  the  government  title.  If  they  permitted  the  patent  to  issue 
in  this  way,  there  is  no  one  to  blame  but  themselves.  The  government 
had  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  deception  ])ractised  on  it  b}^  the  Inde- 
pendent applicants  in  including  territory  they  had  divested  themselves 
of,  and  it  was  therefore  incumbent  on  the  appellants  to  protect  them- 
selves. 

The  decision  of  your  office  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Juniata  case  does 
not  apply  to  the  one  at  bar  is  uncontrovertible.  In  that  case  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  the  government  would  accept  a  conveyance  from  the 
patentees  of  a  placer  claim  for  a  lode  claim  within  its  limits,  and  then 
patent  the  lode  claim  to  the  owners  thereof.  It  was  decided  that  this 
might  be  done,  but  it  was  upon  the  theory  that  the  placer  law,  as  well 
as  the  patent  itself,  expressly  excluded  from  the  grant  any  and  all 
known  veins  or  lodes.  The  practice  of  the  Department  at  the  time  that 
decision  was  rendered,  and  prior  to  the  South  Star  lode  (20  L.  D.,  204), 
was,  where  it  was  shown  that  a  known  lode  existed  at  the  date  of  the 
application  for  patent  for  the  placer,  to  recommend  the  institution  of  a 
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suit  to  set  aside  tbe  placer  patent,  to  the  extent  of  tlie  lode.  But  in  the 
Jnuiata  ease  the  very  object  that  would  have  been  attained  by  a  jadg- 
meut  was  accomplished  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  patentee  and  his 
transferee,  hence  it  would  have  been  an  idle  ceremony  to  have  gone 
through  the  courts.  The  reasons  for  permitting  this  are  quite  fully  set 
forth  in  the  opinion  of  my  predecessor  in  the  Juniata  case,  and  are,  I 
think,  conclusive. 

That  doctrine  could  not,  however,  be  applied  to  two  lode  claims, 
especially  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  present  applicants  had  due  notice 
of  all  the  proceedings  to  secure  patent,  in  fact,  had  a  deed  to  part  of 
the  land  applied  for  by  the  Independent,  and  took  no  legal  steps  to 
protect  their  own  rights.  The  same  reasons  that  would  prompt  the 
Department  in  accepting  the  transfer  of  a  lode  claim  within  patented 
pLicer  Umits  would  not  apply  as  between  two  lode  claims.  It  cannot 
be  said  that  it  was  through  auy  accident,  fraud  or  mistake  that  the 
ground  in  controversy  was  patented  to  the  Independent  lode,  and  for 
no  other  reason  would  the  Department  accept  a  reconveyance  or  recom- 
meud  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  prior  patent. 

The  contention  of  counsel  that  the  applicants  have  been  misled  by 
your  office  suggestion  of  March  3,  1893,  to  bring  their  case  within  the 
Juniati  decision,  and  by  so  doing  have  divested  themselves  of  titla  to 
the  land  in  dispute,  and  reinvested  the  government  therewith,  is  with- 
out force.  The  government  refuses  to  be  thus  reinvested  or  to  assume 
the  ownership,  hence  the  grantors  still  have  their  right  to  the  land. 
For  nearly  thirteen  years  prior  to  that  act  on  their  part  they  had  been 
given  every  opportunity  to  comply  with  the  law,  and  had  neglected  to 
do  so.  It  would,  therefore,  seem  as  if  they  were  in  no  position  to  com- 
plain of  the  action  of  your  office. 

Your  office  judgment  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


CONTTRMATION-MISSION  CLAIM-ACT  OF  MARCH  «,  1868. 

Lesheb  v.  St.  Paul  Catholic  Mission. 

The  oonfirmation  of  title  to  mission  lands  under  the  aet  of  March  2,  1853,  is  deter- 
mined, as  to  acreage,  by  the  actual  occupancy  of  lands  necessary  to  the  proper 
maintenance  of  the  mission. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynoldn  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  2Iarch  26, 1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

On  June  8,  1893,  John  Lesher  offered  his  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  -'lot  1  of  the  island  in  the  Columbia  river  and  part  oP 
section  11,  township  36  N.,  range  37  E.,  Willamette  Meridian,  in  the 
laud  district  of  Spokane  Falls,  Washington,  and  the  same  was  rejected 
by  the  local  officers 

for  the  reason  that  it  appears  to  be  included  in  the  land  claimed  by  the  Society  of 
JesuSj  in  their  application  transmitted  to  your  office,  in  our  letter  of  Jnne  19,  1891. 
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Lesher  appealed  to  your  office,  and  by  office  letter  "  D"  of  October 
5y  1894,  the  decision  of  the  local  office  was  affirmed.  Lesher  has  now 
brought  the  matter  on  further  appeal  here,  and  assigns  eleven  specifi- 
cations of  error,  the  eighth  of  which  is  quoted  as  follows: 

F.rror  in  not  holding  that  said  island  having  been  used  simply  as  a  temporary 
camping  ground  of  the  Indians  while  attending  religious  services  at  the  Mission, 
could  not  be  construed  as  "occupancy  as  a  missionary  station''  within  the  meaning 
and  intent  of  the  confirmatory  act  of  March  2,  1853. 

The  application  of  the  Society  of  Jesus  was  originally  transmitted 
to  your  office  on  January  19, 1801,  and  was  made  under  the  second 
proviso  of  the  1st  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1853,  entitled  '<  An  act 
to  establish  the  territorial  government  of  Washington"  (10  Stat.,  172), 
the  language  of  which  proviso  is  iis  follows: 

That  the  title  to  the  land,  not  exceeding  six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  now  oecapied 
as  missionary  stations  among  the  Indian  tribes  in  said  territory,  or  that  may  have 
been  so  occupied  as  missionary  stations  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  establishing 
the  territorial  government  of  Oregon,  together  with  the  improvements  thereon,  be, 
and  is  hereby,  confirmed  and  established  to  the  several  religious  societies  to  which 
said  missionary  stations  respectively  belong. 

The  said  application  was  for  lots  1  and  2,  the  SE.  ^  of  the  S£.  ^  and 
an  island  in  the  Columbia  river,  all  in  section  11,  the  S.  i  of  the 
SW.  i,  section  12,  the  NW.  J  of  the  NW.  i  and  the  S.  i  of  the  NW.  J, 
section  13,  and  lots  1  and  2  and  the  S  W.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and  the  E.  J  of 
the  KE.  ^,  section  14,  township  36  K.,  range  37  E.,  Willamette  meridian. 

Patent  was  issued  on  June  8, 1801,  for  all  of  this  land,  except  the 
island  in  the  Columbia  river,  of  which  no  public  survey  had  been  made. 
The  island  contained  about  eighty-four  acres,  and  having  since  been 
surveyed,  the  society  has  x)resented  an  application  for  a  patent 

The  act  of  March  2, 1853,  supra,  vests  in  the  several  religious  socie- 
ties occupying  missionary  stations  in  the  State  of  Washington  all  the 
land,  not  exceeding  six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  actually  occupied  for 
the  purposes  of  such  stations. 

The  question  presented  in  this  case  is,  whether  or  not  the  Society  of 
Jesus  has  shown  by  ex  part/C  testimony  accompanying  its  application 
such  occupancy  as  brings  it  within  the  proviso  and  purpose  of  the  act. 

The  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  liailroad  Company  et  aL  v.  St. 
Joseph's  Eoman  Catholic  Mission  (19  L.  D.,  196,)  is  the  latest  of  the 
two  cases  that  have  been  decided  by  this  Department  bearing  on  the 
question  here  presented,  the  first  case  being  that  of  the  Vancouver 
Catholic  Mission  (2  L.  D.,  452).  In  the  latter  case  it  was  held  generally 
that  the  area  for  which  the  Mission  can  claim  title  depended  upon  the 
extent  of  its  occupancy,  and  that  the  occupancy  in  that  case  only 
included  the  church  and  the  land  upon  which  it  stood,  no  further  occu- 
pancy than  that  having  been  afl&rmatively  shown.  This  view  of  the  law 
was  affirmed  in  the  former  case,  where  it  was  held 

that  it  was  only  iutended  to  confirm  to  the  religious  societies  on  account  of  their 
mission  claims  such  lands  as  were  shown  to  have  been  actually  occupied  by  them  in 
the  maintenance  of  such  missions. 
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It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  actual  oeenpaucy  has  been  established 
as  the  test  of  such  rights. 

In  the  present  case  the  affidavit  of  J.  Joset,  S.  J.,  for  a  long  time  inti- 
mately connected  as  superior  general  and  in  other  capacities  with  the 
station  here  in  controversy,  touching  the  occupancy  of  the  island,  is  as 
follows: 

That  he  kuows  that  the  land  above  described,  iucludin^f  the  island  iu  the  Colum- 
bia Kiver,  was  within  the  original  boundaries  of  the  Mission  claimed ;  that  the  island 
ID  the  river  Avas  a  necessary  and  material  part  of  the  original  claim;  as  it  was  used 
bj  the  Indians  as  a  camping  ground  and  for  pasture  while  they  were  at  the  Mission 
and  attending  religious  services. 

The  facts  thus  testified  to  are  corroborated  by  Magnus  Fleet,  aged 
sixty-five  years,  and  Solomon  Peltier,  aged  seventy-five  j-ears.  (See 
Commissioner's  decision.) 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  contravene  this  contention  of  the 
society  that  the  island  was  a  necessary  and  material  part  of  the  mission. 
Indeed,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  camping  and  pasture  ground  was 
nidispeusable  to  the  mode  of  life  of  the  Indians,  and  it  is  certainly  not 
going  too  far  to  accept  the  sworn  statement  of  Father  Joset  that  the 
island  was  used  for  those  purposes. 

I  think  your  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


OKLAHOMA  TOWNSITE—PATEXT— PUBLIC  RESERVATION. 

City  of  Perry. 

The  provisions  of  section  22,  act  of  May  2, 1890,  contemplate  the  issuance  of  patents 

for  reservations  within  townsites  directly  to  the  municipalities,  after  their 

organization  as  such,  and  not  to  the  townsite  trustees. 
A  townsite  patent  issued  to  the  board  of  trustees  is  not  a  final  disposition  of  the 

government  title,  and  if  such  a  patent  erroneously  embraces  lands  reserved  for 

municipal  uses  it  may  be  recalled  for  correction. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  26,  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  June  20, 1894,  parties  styling  themselves  tbe  ma^'or  and  council- 
men  of  Perry,  Oklahoma,  filed  with  the  register  and  receiver  at  Perry 
an  application  for  patent,  for  the  following  reservation  by  said  city 
viz:  the  W.  J  of  block  44,  of  the  area  of  61,250  square  feet,  designated 
on  the  ofScial  plat  of  said  town  **  School  house  reserve,*'  W.  J  of  block 
9  of  tbe  same  sirea,  bearing  same  designation,  E.  ^  of  block  1,  of  same 
area  and  bearing  same  designation,  and  the  eastern  part  of  block  36, 
of  the  area  of  70,000  square  feet  bearing  the  same  designation,  and 
block  32,  of  the  area  of  175,000  square  feet,  designated  on  said  plat  as 
"Public  park  reserve." 

Attached  to  said  application  was  the  certificate  of  board  Xo.  8  town- 
site  trustees,  to  the  effect  that  they  had  excluded  the  land  applied  for 
from  their  application  for  patent. 
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The  application  for  patent  was  also  accompanied  by  affidavit  of  appli- 
cants, that  they  held  certificates  of  election  and  were  the  mayor  and 
coancilmen  of  Perry.  The  local  officers,  rejected  said  applieatiou  and 
on  December  21, 1894,  the  applicants  appealed  to  your  office.  On  Jan- 
nary  10, 1895,  your  office  passing  upon  said  appeal  affirmed  the  decision 
of  the  local  officers,  but  directed  that  the  board  of  townsite  trustees  to 
which  patent  to  the  land  in  question  had  already  issued,  execute  title 
to  applicants.  From  this  decision  applicants  appeal  and  the  question 
presented  by  said  appeal,  is  whether  under  Sec.  22  of  the  act  of  May  2, 
1890  (2G  Stat.,  81)  patent  should  have  issued  to  the  board  of  townsite 
trustees,  as  was  done,  or  should  have  been  withheld  and  issued  to  the 
town  when  organized  as  a  municipality.  It  seems  that  on  September 
25, 1893,  townsite  board  No.  8  filed  in  the  local  office  an  application  for 
the  NE.  i  Sec.  22  and  NW.  J,  Sec.  23,  T.  21  N.,  R.  1  W.,  I.  M.,  excepting 
the  reservations,  now  applied  for. 

Cash  entry  No.  1  was  issued  by  the  register  for  the  land  as  applied 
for.  By  letter  of  December  30, 1893,  your  office  directed  the  correction 
of  the  certificate,  so  as  to  embrace  the  reservation  in  question,  wbich 
was  accordingly  done  and  patent  issued  to  said  board  of  trustees  for 
and  including  this  reservation  February  7, 1894. 

Your  office  has  directed  the  conveyance  of  title  to  the  municipality 
through  the  said  board  of  townsite  trustees.  As  this  land  was  not 
included  in  their  application  to  make  entry  for  townsite  purposes,  but 
was  expressly  excepted  therefrom,  the  amendment  of  the  certificate  of 
the  register  without  their  asking  it  and  without  their  consent,  would 
seem  to  be  of  <loubtful  legality.  The  act  of  May  2, 1890  (20  Stat,  81) 
contemplates  that  patents  for  reservations  of  this  character  shall  issue 
directly  to  the  municipalities,  after  their  organization  as  such.  The 
present  application  is  made  by  the  municipality  of  Perry,  acting  through 
its  legal  representatives  the  mayor  and  councilmen  thereotl 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  patent  issued  to  townsite  trustees  is  uot 
a  disposition  of  the  government  title,  as  declared  in  instructions  issued 
15th  of  March,  1892,  (14  L.  D.  295)  the  patent  already  issued  may  be 
recalled  for  correction,  the  purpose  being  to  effectuate  the  trust. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  so  much  of  the  pat- 
ent issued  February  7, 1894,  to  townsite  board  of  trustees  No.  8  as  refers 
to  and  includes  the  reservation  herein  referred  to  is  canceled,  and  the 
application  of  the  mayor  and  councilmen  for  patent  is  approved  and 
patent  will  issue  accordingly. 
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DESERT  LAND  ENTRY— ASSIGNMENT— REUNQUISHMENT. 

Owens  bt  al.  v.  State  of  California. 

A  relinqnishment  of  a  desert  entry,  by  one  holding  nnder  an  invalid  assignment^ 
will  not  relieve  the  land  from  its  previous  state  of  appropriation. 

AcUnff  Secretary  Reynolds  to  ike  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office,  March  26, 1896.  (W.  F.  M.> 

On  April  7, 1877,  James  E.  McDonald  made  desert  land  entry  of  sec- 
tion 8,  township  31  S.,  range  30  E.^  witbiu  the  land  district  of  Visalia^ 
California.  From  September  28, 1877,  to  January  12, 1891,  the  entry 
stood  suspended  by  departmental  order. 

On  April  25, 18i)l,  George  S.  Owens,  John  B.  Dennis,  Lee  N.  Stewart 
and  John  F.  Thomas  filed  their  joint  affidavit  of  contest  alleging  the 
non-desert  character  of  tlie  land  in  that  it  would  produce  profitable 
crops  of  hay  and  grain  without  irrigation. 

On  March  24, 1893,  the  State  of  California  filed  a  relinquishment  of 
the  entry,  executed  on  March  13, 1893,  by  the  heirs  of  Albert  A.  Ben- 
nett, the  assignee  of  the  entryman,  McDonald,  who  made  the  assign- 
ment to  the  said  Bennett  on  April  9, 1877.  On  the  same  date  the  State 
of  California  applied  to  make  school  indemnity  selection,  JSo.  3G00  for 
the  W.  i  and  No.  3603  for  the  E.  J  of  section  8. 

Tlie  entry  was  accordingly  canceled  by  the  local  officers  and  the 
Staters  selections  filed  and  held  pending  notice  on  June  2,  1893,  to  the 
contestants  Owens,  Dennis,  Stewart  and  Thomas  that  *nhey  were 
allowed  thirty  days  in  which  to  exercise  whatever  rights  they  may  have 
acquired  by  virtue  of  their  said  contest."  On  June  7, 1893,  Dennis  made 
homestead  application  to  enter  the  NW.  ^,  Stewart  the  SE.  ^  and 
Owens  the  SW.  \  of  section  8,  and  on  June  26, 1893,  Thomas  applied 
for  the  NE.  \  of  the  same  section. 

The  contestants  made  no  further  appearance  in  response  to  the  notice 
of  June  2, 1893,  and  their  contest  was  dismissed  by  the  local  officers. 

The  decision  of  your  office,  now  on  appeal  here,  finds  that  Bennett 
made  desert  land  entry  of  section  32,  township)  30  S.,  range  29  E.,  on 
April  7, 1877,  and  the  same  remained  of  record  until  July  1, 1893,  when 
it  was  canceled  by  the  relinquishment  filed  by  his  heirs.  It  was  held, 
therefore,  that  the  assignment  to  Bennett  by  McDonald  was  a  nullity, 
iiisomnch  as  the  former  could  not,  under  the  law,  hold  more  than  one 
section  of  land,  and  that,  as  a  consequence,  his  heirs  had  no  authority 
to  relinquish  the  entry  to  which  they  had  acquired  no  right  by  virtue  of 
the  invalid  assignment.  The  cancellation  of  the  entry  was  set  aside^ 
and  the  contests  reinstated. 

The  effect  of  your  office  decision  is  to  re-establish  the  case  and  the 
parties  in  the  attitude  occupied  by  them  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  invalid 
relinqnishment. 

1  concur  in  that  disposition  of  the  matter  and  the  decision  is,  there- 
fore, affirmed. 
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ARID  LANDS-RESERVOIR  SITE— HOMESTEAD  ENTRY. 

Owen  Rooan. 

An  entry  of  land  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  arid  land  act  of  October  2, 1888, 
and  subsequently  designated  as  part  of  a  reservoir  site,  may  be  suspended  to 
«wait  definite  information  as  to  the  future  use  of  the  land  by  the  goTemment. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
(J.  I.  H.)  Office^  March  26, 1896.  (G.  C.  R.) 

John  Rogan  made  homestead  entry  No.  4142  on  3iarch  16,  1889,  for 
the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  i  aud  the  SW.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  14,  T.  20  N., 
B.  8  W.,  Helena,  Montana.  The  eutrjmau  died  in  the  fall  of  1889,  and 
Owen  Rogan,  his  father  and  heir,  submitted  final  proof  April  14, 1894, 
and  final  certificate  No.  2.07  issued  to  him  as  the  heir. 

It  appears  that  all  of  said  Sec.  14,  with  other  lands,  was  selected  as 
an  irrigating  reservoir  site,  and  under  the  directions  of  the  Department 
of  March  13, 1890,  instructions  were  issued  to  the  local  officers  to  allow 
DO  entries  or  filings  on  the  lauds  so  selected. 

This  action  was  aithorized  by  the  act  of  October  2, 1888  (25  Stat, 
<526),  which,  among  other  things,  provided  that, 

All  lands  which  may  hereafter  be  designated  or  selected  (i.  e.,  for  reservoirSy  canals, 
ditches,  etc.,  for  irrigating  purposes,)  are  from  this  time  henceforth  hereby  reeerved 
ft'om  sale  us  the  property  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  not  be  sabject  after  the 
passage  of  this  act  to  entry,  settlement  or  occupation,  until  further  provided  by  law. 

This  act  applied  to  all  lands  which  might  thereafter  be  designated  or 
selected  for  reservoir  purposes,  until  further  provided  by  law.  Amanda 
Cormack,  18  L.  D.,  352. 

The  act  approved  August  30, 1890  (20  Stat.,  391),  provided  that  the 
lands  theretofore  located  or  selected  for  reservoir  purposes 

shall  remain  segregated  and  reserved  from  entry  or  settlement  .  .  .  nntil  other- 
wise provided  by  law,  and  reservoir  sites  hereafter  located  or  selected  on  public 
lands  shall  in  like  manner  be  reserved  f^om  the  date  of  location  or  selection  thereof 

The  land  in  question  appears  to  have  been  selected  on  January  8, 
1890,  for  reservoir  site  No.  0,  Sun  River  system,  and  by  departmental 
order  of  August  18, 1894,  direi'.tions  were  given  that ''  all  lands  embraced 
in  site  No.  0  which  are  legally  subject  to  reservation  continue  withdrawn 
from  disposition  until  further  action  by  Congress." 

Bogan  settled  on  the  land  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  October  2, 
1888  (supra),  and  his  settlement  and  entry  were,  therefore,  made  at  his 
own  risk. 

Appellant  asks  that  if  your  office  decision  be  affirmed,  and  his  entry 
canceled,  that  he  be  allowed  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  land  until 
such  time  as  the  United  States  may  desire  to  use  the  land  for  a  reser- 
voir, that  his  equitable  rights  thereto  and  those  of  his  heirs  be  declared 
•only  subordinate  to  those  of  the  United  States,  and  that  proj)er  nota- 
tions be  made,  etc.,  of  such  action,  to  the  end  that  the  entry  be  rein- 
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Stated  should  it  finally  be  fooud  impracticable  to  build  a  reservoir 
tliereoUy  or  it  be  found  that  the  land  is  not  needed  for  such  purposes. 

The  Director  of  the  Geological  Survey,  under  date  of  July  3,  1893, 
reported  that  in  the  near  future  said  site  l^o.  G  (with  others)  will  be 
needed  for  the  storage  of  water  for  public  purposes,  and  that  while 
some  of  the  lands  covered  by  the  sites  will  have  to  be  acquired  by 
condemnation,  or  other  means,  before  the  remaining  lands  can  be  used 
fur  reservoir  purposes,  yet  he  thinks  it  would  be  wise  policy  to  reserve 
what  is  yet  undisposed  of,  as  their  chief  value  is  for  reservoir  purposes, 
and  the  future  necessities  must  demand  their  acquirement  in  maintain- 
iug  a  proper  storage  of  water,  if  opened  to  entry  under  the  general 
laud  laws. 

In  pursuance  of  this  report,  the  Department,  on  August  18,  1894 
(Misc.  press-copybook  !No.  200,  p.  404),  directed  that  all  lands  covered 
by  the  sites  (mentioned  by  the  Director,  including  said  site  No.  6), 
which  are  legally  subject  to  reservation,  '^continue  withdrawn  irom 
disposition  to  await  further  action  by  Congress  in  the  matter  of  these 
reservoir  sites." 

Inasmuch  as  the  reservation  provided  for  by  the  act  of  October  2, 
1888  {supra)j  was  of  an  indefinite  quantity  of  land  without  limit  or  des- 
cription, embracing  only  such  lands  as  *^may  hereafter  be  designated 
or  selected"  for  reservoir  purposes,  it  can  not  be  said  that  the  entry 
was  \^Tongfully  allowed,  for  it  was  clearly  not  the  intention  of  Congress 
to  reserve  the  whole  of  the  undisposed  of  portion  of  the  lands  within 
the  State. 

This  is  made  clear  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26  Stat.,  1095), 
which  provides  that  such  reservoir  sites 

shall  be  restricted  to  and  shall  contain  only  so  mnch  land  as  is  actually  necessary  for 
the  constmction  and  maintenance  of  reservoirs,  excluding  as  far  as  practicable 
lands  occupied  by  actual  settlers  at  the  date  of  the  location  of  said  reservoirs. 

The  entryman  is  not  presumed  to  have  known  that  the  land  he 
eutered  would  thereafter  be  '<  designated  or  selected"  for  a  reservoir 
site,  although,  as  above  seen,  he  took  that  risk. 

I  can  see  no  good  reason  for  canceling  this  entry  until  it  is  definitely 
determined  to  use  the  land  covered  thereby  for  the  proposed  reservoir. 
Let  the  entry,  therefore,  be  merely  suspended,  awaiting  more  definite 
iuformation  as  to  the  future  use  of  the  land ;  if  it  is  actually  needed 
for  the  proposed  reservoir,  it  will  be  time  enough  then  to  cancel  the 
entry. 

The  Director  of  the  Geological  Survey  should  be  informed  of  the 
action  herein  taken. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  modified. 


374  DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE   PUBLIC  I-ANDB. 

It  tilius  appears  that  the  entry  involved  was  made  at  a  time  subse- 
quent to  the  filing  of  list  No.  26,  but  prior  to  the  approval  of  list  48, 
which  included  the  lands  within  list  No.  26. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  the  pendency  of  the  company's  appeal 
from  the  rejection  by  the  local  officers  of  its  list  to  select  this,  with 
other  land,  operated  to  prevent  the  land  from  being  appropriated  under 
auy  of  the  public  land  laws.  Flippen  v.  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (12 
L.  D.,  18);  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Halvorson  (10  L.  D.,  15);  and 
Flippen  v.  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (14  L.  D.,  418). 

There  is  no  showing  made  by  the  entryman  of  any  reason  why  the 
tract  of  land  entered  by  him  was  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the 
grant,  but  it  is  urged  at  length  that,  inasmuch  as  when  the  company 
selected  Sec.  19,  containing  656.16  acres,  it  alleged  that  it  had  lost  Sec 
31,  containing  640  acres  and  lot  1,  Sec.  5,  containing  16.28  acres,  aggre- 
gating in  all  656.28  acres,  and  that  the  record  shows  that  lot  1,  Sec  5, 
was  not  lost  to  the  company,  and  consequently  can  not  be  a  proper 
basis  for  the  selection  of  indemnity  lands,  a  basis  invalid  in  part  is 
invalid  as  to  the  whole. 

In  the  case  of  the  Florida  Central  and  Peninsular  R.  R.  Co.  (15  L.  D., 
529),  it  was  held: 

In  the  preparation  of  railroad  indemnity  lists  each  loss  should  be  separately  speci- 
fied and  the  selection  therefor  designated.  The  difference  in  acreage  that  may  exist 
in  any  case  between  the  loss  and  the  selection  shonld  approximate  the  area  of  the 
smallest  subdivision. 

The  difference  in  acreage  here  between  Sec  19  and  Sec.  31,  was  16.16 
acres,  and  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case,  supra^  it  became  unnec- 
essary for  the  railroad  company  to  certify,  as  a  part  of  its  bases,  lot  1, 
Sec.  5,  and  therefore,  considering  that  it  was  not  lost  to  the  compauy, 
and  was  not  a  proper  ix>rtion  of  the  bases  for  selection,  it  is  sufficient 
to  sny  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  railroad  company  should  have 
placed  it  in  its  bases.  Nor  do  1  think  that  it  can  be  said  that  by  the 
subsequent  acts  of  the  railroad  company,  which  have  been  set  out,  it 
waived  any  rights  that  it  had  under  its  list  No.  26,  and  the  selection  of 
the  company  having  been  finally  approved,  relates  back  to  the  date  of 
the  filing  of  the  list  No.  26,  which  was  at  a  time  prior  to  the  making 
of  the  entry  therein,  and  which  prevented  any  attachment  of  right 
upon  the  part  of  the  appellant. 

For  the  reasons  given  the  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  375 

ALIENATION-ACT  OF  OCTOBER  1,  1890. 

Maheb  v.  Hollinsrake. 

An  entry  made  in  pursuance  of  section  1,  act  of  October  1,  1890,  is  not  invalidated 
by  an  agreement  to  convey  the  land  covered  thereby^  made  prior  to  the  consum- 
mation of  the  transfer  authorized  by  said  act. 

Aeting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

March  26,  1896.  (W.  M.  W.> 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  William  Maher  r.  James  H.  Hollinsrake, 
ou  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  December  19, 
1893,  denyiug  his  application  to  contest  the  cash  entry  of  said  Hollins- 
rake for  the  E.  i  of  the  SW.  J  and  the  N.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  15^ 
T.  58  N.,  R.  10  W.,  Duluth,  Minnesota,  land  district. 

On  Angnst  13,  1888,  James  H.  Hollinsrake  made  pre-emption  cash 
eotry  for  the  SE.  J  of  the  SW.  J  and  the  N.  i  of  the  S W.  J  of  Sec.  35, 
T.  140  N.,  R.  33  W.,  St.  Cloud,  Minnesota,  land  district.  This  entry 
was  canceled  for  the  reason  that  it  covered  land  that  was  in  the  so- 
called  second  indemnity  belt  or  limits  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Ilailroad 
Company's  grant  and  was  therefore  erroneously  allowed,  and  on  the 
21st  day  of  August,  1891,  the  entry  of  the  land  involved  was  made  by 
Hollinsrake  under  the  act  of  October  1,  1890  (26  Stat.,  647). 

On  September  11, 1893,  the  register  of  the  local  land  office  at  Duluth 
transmitted  to  your  office  an  application  by  William  Maher  to  contest 
HolAnsrake's  last  entry,  supported  by  a  duly  corroborated  affidavit. 
The  affidavit  of  contest  alleges  in  substance  that  said  cash  entry  made 
by  Hollinsrake  was  not  made  for  his  own  exclusive  use  and  benefit,  but 
that  he  sold  his  right  to  make  entry  to  Israel  E.  Linnell,  April  10, 1891, 
long  before  his  entry  was  made;  that  Linnell  transferred  one-half  of 
his  interest  to  one  George  Lange,  on  condition  that  Lange  relinquish  a 
homestead  ou  the  tract,  so  that  Hollinsrake  could  make  entry  therefore 
that  neither  Linnell  nor  Hollinsrake  ever  contemplated  that  the  latter 
had  any  interest  in  the  land,  and  all  acts  were  done  for  the  sole  benefit 
of  Linnell. 

Maber's  application  was  accompanied  by  a  certified  copy  of  an  affida- 
vit made  by  Hollinsrake,  in  which  he  set  forth,  in  substance,  the  facta 
respecting  his  pre-emption  cash  entry  at  the  St.  Cloud  land  office,  supra; 
and  that  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1891,  he  sold  all  his  right,  title  and 
interest  in  and  to  the  lands  embraced  in  said  entry  to  Israel  E.  LinnelL 
Hti  farther  stated: 

That  at  the  request  of  said  LiDiiell  and  by  the  terms  of  said  agreement,  I  agreed 
vitb  him  to  place  said  cerciiicate  No.  18,382  upon  any  land  said  LinneU  might  select 
for  bis  said  LinnelVs  sole  and  special  benefit;  that  1  did  ou  or  about  the  19th  day  of 
Angnst,  1891,  at  the  request  and  upon  the  order  of  said  Linnell,  come  to  the  Duluth 
iand  office  and  place  said  certificate  No.  18,382  on  the  following  described  land,  to 
▼it:  the  east  half  (^)  of  the  southwest  quarter,  and  the  north  half  of  the  southeast 
quarter  of  section  fifteen,  town  fifty -eight  north,  range  nineteen  west,  Duluth  laud 
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dintrict,  auil  on  the  same  day  did  give  to  said  Israel  £.  LiDnell  and  George  Lange  a 
warranty  deed  to  the  above  described  laudii;  that  I  never  iu  any  way,  manner  or 
form  authorized  said  Linnel]  to  ]ook  up  lands  for  my  special  benefit,  whereby  I 
might  receive  full  value  for  my  final  certificate  on  any  lands;  that  said  Linnell  con- 
tiucted  and  paid  me  for  above  transfers  iu  Dakota;  that  all  I  received  from  said 
Liuuell,  or  from  auy  person  for  my  final  certificate  was  the  sum  of  seventy-live 
dollars,  and  the  expenses  and  cost  of  proving  up. 

Ou  the  Ist  day  of  October,  1890,  Congress  passed  an  act  ^<  for  the 
relief  of  settlers  on  Northern  Pacific  Kailroad  indemnity  lands,"  tbe 
first  section  of  which  is  as  follows: 

That  those  x>ersons  who,  after  the  fifteenth  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  and  before  the  first  day  of  January,  iu  the  year 
eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-nine,  settled  upon,  improved,  and  made  final  proof  on 
lands  iu  the  so-called  second  indemniiy  belt  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Kailroad  Com- 
pnny's  grant  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws  of  the  United  States,  or 
their  heirs,  may  transfer  their  said  entries  from  said  tracts  to  such  other  vacant  sur- 
veyed government  land  in  compact  form  nnd  in  legal  subdivisions,  subject  to  entry 
under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws,  as  they  may  select,  and  receive  final 
certificates  and  receipts  therefor,  in  lien  of  the  tracts  proved  up  ou  in  said  belt  by 
the  respective  claimants :  Provided^  That  such  transfer  of  entry  shall  be  made  and 
completed  within  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this  act,  and  be  so 
made  in  person  by  the  claimant,  or  in  case  of  death  by  his  legal  representative,  and 
ivithout  the  intervention  of  agent  or  attorney. 

The  second  section  provides  a  remedy  for  good  faith  settlers  on  said 
lands  who  for  any  reason  other  than  voluntary  abandonment  failed  to 
make  proof  thereon. 

On  the  7th  of  November,  1890,  the  Department  issued  a  circular 
under  said  act  (11  L.  D.,  435),  in  which  inter  alia  it  was  said: 

The  right  given  is  personal,  and  cannot  be  transferred,  nor  can  the  transfer  pro- 
vided for  in  the  act  be  made  through  the  intervention  of  an  agent  or  attorney. 

If  the  entry  sought  to  be  assailed  by  Maher  is  covered  by  the  act  of 
1800,  8upraj  it  will  fall  under  section  1  thereof. 

Maher^s  affidavit  of  contest  seems  to  rest  upon  the  theory,  that  the 
agreement  of  Ilollinsrake  to  convey  the  land  in  question  prior  to  the 
consummation  of  the  transfer  under  the  act  of  Congress  was  such  an 
act  as  would  in  law  avoid  the  entry.  If  this  claim  is  well  taken,  then 
the  contest  should  have  been  allowed;  if  it  is  not  well  taken,  then  the 
holding  of  your  office  was  correct  and  should  be  affirmed. 

The  act  of  1890,  aupra^  is  clearly  remedial  in  character.  All  such 
laws  are  to  be  liberally  construed  so  as  to  effectually  accomplish  the 
remedy  intended  to  be  given.  23  Am.  and  Eng.  Ene.  of  Law,  Subject 
Statutes  414,  41G;  Endlich  on  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  Sec.  103; 
Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction,  Sec.  410;  Potter's  Dwarris,  p. 
231;  Sedgwick  on  Construction  of  Statutes,  i)age  309,  where  it  is  said  : 

So  again  it  has  been  said  that  in  the  case  of  a  remedial  act  everything  is  to  be 
done  iu  advancement  of  the  remedy  that  can  bo  given,  consistently  with  any  con* 
fltniction  that  can  bo  put  npou  it. 

SeiMion  1  of  the  act  under  considemtion  provides  a  remedy  for  such 
l>eisoiis  a.s  had  completed  entry  by  making  final  proof,  payment,  etc., 
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of  lands  sitaated  within  the  second  indemnity  belt  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company's  grant.  Hollinsrake  had  so  completed  his 
entry  of  the  lands  at  the  St.  Gload  local  land  office.  Such  remedy 
consists  in  allowing  such  settlers  to 

transfer  their  said  entries  from  Bsid  tracts  to  such  otiier  vacant  surveyed  govern- 
ment land  ...  as  they  may  select,  and  receive  final  certificates  and  receipts 
therefor,  in  lieu  of  the  tracts  i»roved  up  on  in  said  belt. 

It  fixed  the  time  within  which  the  transfer  is  required  to  be  made, 
and  required  the  transfer  to  be  ^^  made  in  person  by  the  claimant  .  .  . 
aud  without  the  intervention  of  agent  or  attorney."  Each  of  these 
requirements  is  shown  to  have  been  complied  with  by  Hollinsrake  in 
transferring  his  former  entry  to  the  one  now  in  question. 

Hollinsrake  had  conveyed  the  land  covered  by  his  first  entry  to  Lin- 

« 

nell,  and  when  the  right  which  he  held  from  the  government  to  it  failed, 
Hollinsrake  agreed  to  exercise  his  right  of  transfer  under  the  act  of 
Congress,  and  after  that  time  convey  the  land  to  which  the  transfer 
was  made  to  Linnell.  This  was  not  a  sale  by  Hollinsrake  of  his  right 
to  make  the  entry  in  question,  but  an  agreement  to  convey  the  land 
after  the  transfer  had  been  completed  by  an  entry.  The  evident  pur- 
lM)se  ol  the  act  was  to  place  those  who  were  entitled  to  make  translers 
of  their  entries,  and  who  actually  made  and  completed  such  transfers, 
in  precisely  the  same  jiosition  as  they  occupied  under  their  original 
entries.  In  this  case,  if  the  first  entry  of  Hollinsrake,  which  the  gov- 
ernment land  officers  allowed  him  to  make  and  received  his  money  for, 
bad  not  failed,  he  would  have  had  the  right  to  sell  and  convey  the  laud 
covered  thereby.  His  right  under  it  having  failed,  by  the  act  in  ques- 
tion Congress  undertook,  upon  the  conditions  named,  to  place  him  and 
like  entrymen  in  the  same  ])osition  with  respect  to  the  entry  consum- 
mated by  the  transfer  as  he  would  have  occupied  under  his  first  entry 
had  it  not  failed.  Hollinsrake  substantially  complied  with  all  the  pro- 
visions of  si^ction  1  of  the  act  of  1890,  which  allowed  the  transfer  of 
his  entry  to  the  tract  in  question,  and  his  entry  was  properly  trans- 
ferred to  it. 

The  allegations  of  the  affidavit  of  contest  were  clearly  insufficient  to 
warrant  a  bearing  thereon.  Your  office  decision  denying  a  hearing  is 
accordingly  affirmed. 

PRACTICE— NOTICE  OF  CONTEST— SERVICE. 

Nichols  et  al.  v.  Parks. 

It  ia  incambent  upon  one  who  illee  an  affidavit  of  contest  to  look  after  the  notice 
iasaed  thereon,  and  seoure  due  service  thereof  on  the  contestee. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  26,  1896,  (G.  C.  E.) 

Frank  J.  Albright  has  appealed  from  j-our  office  decision  of  January 
8, 1895,  which  affirms  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver,  allowing 
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W.  H.  !Nicbols  to  apply  for  a  new  notice  of  bearing  upon  his  contest 
affidavit^  alleging  abandonment,  against  bomestead  entry  made  July  8, 
181>3,  by  Emma  Parks,  for  tbe  SE.  i  of  Sec.  5,  T.  115  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Water- 
town,  Soutb  Dakota. 

Tbe  issue  in  tbis  case  is  between  two  contestants,  and  involves  the 
question  as  to  wbicb  of  tbe  two  is  entitled  to  tbe  first  bearing — upon 
affidavits  alleging  substantially  tbe  same  grounds  against  tbe  entry- 
man — namely,  abandonment 

W.  H.  Nicbols  filed  bis  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry  Janu- 
ary 10,  1894.  On  tbat  day,  notice  was  issu^  by  tbe  register  and 
receiver  fixing  February  21,  1894,  as  tbe  date  of  bearing  before  tbe 
local  office. 

Tbe  following  day  (January  11,  1894),  Frank  J.  Albright  filed  his 
affidavit  of  contest  against  tbe  same  entry.  This  affidavit  was  received 
"  subject  to  contest  of  W.  H,  Nichols." 

On  the  day  fixed  for  tbe  bearing  on  Nichols'  contest  (February  21, 
1804)  there  was  no  appearance  for  either  Nichols  or  Parks  and  the  con- 
test was  dismissed  for  default.  Two  days  thereafter  (February  23) 
notice  was  issued  on  Albright's  affidavit,  fixing  April  23,  next  follow- 
ing, for  tbe  bearing  at  tbe  local  office. 

On  March  20,  1804,  Nichols  filed  a  motion  to  reinstate  bis  contest, 
alleging  tbe  fact  of  bis  filiug  the  affidavit  and  that — 

ou  said  10th  day  of  Jauuary,  1894,  a  notice  of  contest  was  issued  out  of  said  office 
by  said  oti&co  and  that  the  notice  contained  the  date  of  February  21, 1834,  nt  0  o'clock 
in  the  forenoon  of  that  day  for  the  time  of  hearing  of  your  iietitiouer^s  contest. 

That  the  records  of  tbe  local  office  show  that  Messrs.  Mullette  and 
Case  appeared  sis  his  attorneys,  but  tbat  as  a  matter  of  fact  be  was  not 
then  represented  by  any  attorneys  and  had  not  then  retained  counsel 
and  did  not  appear  by  attorneys. 

That  when  he  filed  his  said  affidavit  of  contest  he  inquired  of  tbe 
then  register  (Frank  J.  Phillips),  when  tbe  bearing  on  his  contest  affi 
davit  would  take  place,  and  in  response  to  tbat  inquiry,  be  was  told 
tbat  it  would  be  bad  *^  sometime  during  the  mouth  of  March,  1804/^ 

That  "no  notice  of  contest  has  ever  been  delivered  to  or  served  ui>on 
^'^our  petitioner."  Tbat  be  had  no  knowledge  that  a  time  had  been  fixed 
for  the  lieariug  or  tbat  notice  bad  been  issned  or  tbat  bis  contest  had 
been  dismissed  until  March  10, 1804— when  he  was  so  informed  by  tbe 
receiver. 

Tbat  be  bad  been  ready  at  all  times  to  furnish  proof  on  bis  contest, 
and  tbat  be  had  been  waiting  all  the  time  since  filing  bis  contest  affi- 
davit for  a  notice  of  tbe  time  of  bearing  tbat  he  might  serve  notice  on 
claiumnt;  tbat  be  was  in  good  faith  etc.,  and  be  asked  that  his  contest 
be  reinstated,  tbe  order  of  dismissal  vacated  and  tbe  proceedings  on 
Albright's  contest  be  suspended  and  held  subject  to  that  of  peti- 
tioner etc. 

Upon  filing  this  petition,  Albright  was  cited  to  appear  April  23  (being 
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also  date  fixed  for  bearing  od  his  contest  affidavit)  and  show  cause  why 
Nichols'  motion  should  not  be  granted.  Parks,  who  had  received  per- 
sonal notice  of  Albright's  contest,  made  default,  and  testimonj'^  was 
taken  on  Albright's  charges,  showing  that  the  entryman  had  never 
resided  on  the  land.  Action  was  suspended,  however,  to  await  the 
result  of  Nichols'  motion. 

Upon  tbe  question  at  issue,  raised  by  Nichols'  motion  as  to  which  of 
the  two  was  entitled  to  precedence  in  the  contest,  it  was  shown  that 
MuUette  and  Case  were  entered  of  record  as  attorneys  for  Nichols,  and 
the  receiver  reported  that  notice  of  January  10, 1894,  on  Nichols'  affi- 
davit, was  delivered  to  said  attorneys. 

Attorney  Case,  who  was  present  at  the  hearing,  testifie<I  that  he  drew 
Nichols'  contest  affidavit,  and  so  far  as  he  knew  the  notice  of  the  hear- 
ing was  not  received  by  his  firm — certainly  not  by  him,  but  that  it  was 
l>ossible  his  partner  (Mullette)  received  it.  That  after  the  contest  affi- 
davit was  drawn,  his  firm  was  not  engaged  to  do  any  farther  work  in 
the  case. 

Nichols  testified  that  he  never  received  any  notice  of  tbe  contest  after 
the  affidavit  .wa-s  fileil  and  never  knew  that  any  notice  had  issued;  that 
be  first  beard  the  contest  was  dismissed  about  March  18, 1894;  that  be 
had  no  attorney  to  aj)pear  for  him,  but  was  told  by  the  register  that 
^^I  would  have  notice  served  on  me  in  time  for  appearance." 

Upon  these  facts,  the  register  and  receiver  decided  that  Nichols'  con- 
test should  be  reinstated  and  Albright's  held  <<  subsequent  thereto  and 
subject  thereto." 

Your  office  in  the  decision  appealed  from  affirmed  that  action. 

Practice  Rule  60  provides  that  *' Contestants  must  give  their  own 
notices  and  pay  the  expenses  thereof"  It  is  no  part  of  tbe  duty  of  the 
register  and  receiver  to  serve  notices  issued  upon  contest  affidavits; 
Nichols  in  this  case  filed  his  affidavit  January  10,  1894,  upon  which, 
and  on  tbe  same  day,  notice  was  issued  by  the  register  and  receiver  to 
the  defendant  fixing  February  21,  following,  for  the  hearing. 

At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  the  duties  of  the  register  and 
receiver  were  at  an  end.  Forty-two  days  then  intervened  before  the 
day  set  for  tbe  hearing,  and  eleven  days  were  given  contestant  in  which 
to  make  service  ui>on  tbe  defendant. 

If  contestant  was  in  good  faith  and  exercising  ordinary  diligence,  he 
certainly  had  plenty  of  time  to  get  the  notice  from  the  local  office  and 
make  tbe  required  service.  Tbe  notice  was  issued  the  very  day  he 
personally  filed  his  contest  affidavit,  and  he  gives  no  reason  why  he 
did  not  then  take  it.  He  says  he  had  no  attorney,  and  that  the  regis- 
ter told  him  tbe  bearing  wouhl  take  place  about  March  15,  1894;  yet 
he  did  not  visit  the  local  office  or  make  any  inquiries  about  his  contest 
until  March  19,  1894,  and  then  he  heard  for  tbe  first  time  that  the  con- 
test was  dismissed,  although  he  knew  long  before  that  that  Albright 
had  also  filed  a  contest.     He  waited  sixty-seven  days  before  he  made 
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any  inquiry  at  all  as  to  the  statas  of  his  contest,  when  he  knew  (the 
register  having  so  informed  him)  that  his  contest  affidavit  had  heeu 
received  and  notice  would  issue  thereon. 

He  swears  that  the  register  told  him  he  would  have  notice  served  on 
him  "in  time  for  appearance"  but  it  nowhere  appears  in  evidence  that 
either  of  the  local  officers  ever  agreed  to  mail  to  him  the  contest  notice, 
and  that  alone  was  all  he  needed  to  advise  him  of  the  time  fixed  for 
the  hearing. 

If  he  failed  (having  no  attorney)  to  get  the  notice  on  the  day  of  the 
issue,  when  ho  had  the  opix>rtunity,  or  if  he  failed  immediately  to  com- 
municate with  the  local  officers  and  ask  for  its  transmission  to  him.  or 
better  still,  go  and  get  it,  he  has  no  one  to  blame  but  himself.  His 
failure  is  due  solely  to  his  own  indifference  or  negligence  m  failing  to 
get  the  notice  which  he  knew  was  to  be  issued;  admitting  that  the 
notice  was  by  mistake  sent  to  his  present  attorneys  (and  even  this  is 
denied)  still,  this  would  not  excuse  him,  for  he  then  knew  he  had  no 
attorney,  and  therefore  could  not  have  anticipated  that  the  attorneys 
and  not  himself  would  get  the  notice. 

When  one  files  a  contest  affidavit  against  an  entry,  it  ifi  incuml)eDt 
upon  him  to  look  after  the  notice  issued  npiyn  such  contest.  He  is  the 
plaintiff  to  the  action,  initiates  it,  secures  the  notice,  and  serves  it  or 
causes  it  to  be  served. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  local  officers  performed  their  full  duties 
when  they  issued  the  notice;  and  when  on  the  day  fixed  for  the  hearing 
Nichols  made  default,  and  his  contest  was  for  that  reason  dismissed,  it 
was  proper  to  consider  Albright's  affidavit,  then  filed,  and  issue  notice 
thereon. 

This  was  done.  Albright  proved  his  allegations  and  is  entitled  to 
the  preference  right  of  entry.  He  will  be  so  notified.  The  decision 
appealed  from  is  reversed. 


SECOND  HOMESTEAD  ENTRY- ADVERSE  CLAIMANT. 

Benoni  K.  Harrington. 

One  who  makes  a  homesteail  entry  and  then  learns  of  a  prior  adverse  settlemeut 
claim,  and  in  fear  of  personal  violence  on  the  part  of  the  adverse  claimant,  rehn- 
quisbes  his  entry  in  good  faith,  and  without  compensation,  may  be  permitted  to 
make  a  Hccond  entry. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Comnmsioner  of  the  .General  Land  Office, 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  2(;,  1896.  ( W.  A.  E.) 

Benoni  R.  Harrington  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  Decem- 
ber 18, 1894,  rejecting  his  apphcation,  filed  October  18, 1893,  and  traus- 
mitted  with  favorable  recommendation  by  the  register  and  receiver,  to 
make  second  homestead  entry  to  cover  the  SW.  J  of  Sec,  24,  T.  21  5., 
R.  3  W.,  Enid,  Oklahoma,  land  district. 

It  appears  that  on  September  29,  1891,  Harrington  made  homestead 
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entry  at  the  Oklahoma,  Oklahoma,  land  office,  for  the  NE.  ^  of  Sec.  28, 
T.  13  N.,  E.  4  E.,  which  entry  he  relinquished  January  23, 1892,  and  on 
Jaly  16, 1892,  one  James  Beed  made  homestead  entry  for  said  tract. 

Harrington  alleges  in  two  affidavits  filed  with  his  apx)]ication  that  at 
the  time  he  made  his  original  entry  he  was  residing  at  Oklahoma,  Okla- 
boma;  that  one  James  A.  Walker  came  to  him  and  offered  to  sell  him 
a  claim  upon  which  he  (the  said  Walker)  had  made  settlement  and 
improvements;  that  he  was  informed  by  Walker  that  there  were  no 
adverse  claims  to  the  land;  that  affiant  had  known  Walker  for  some 
time  aud  had  confidence  in  his  statements,  and  as  the  tract  was  fifty 
miles  distant  from  Oklahoma  City,  he  made  entry  therefor  without  first 
iDspecting  it;  that  soon  after  he  hired  one  G.  L.  Smith  to  haul  lumber 
on  the  land  with  which  to  build  a  house,  and  that  a  house  was  built 
thereon  at  a  cost  of  $70.00;  that  he  afterwards  discovered  that  one 
James  Reed  claimed  the  land  by  virtue  of  prior  settlement;  that  Reed 
ordered  affiant  off  and  threatened  violence  to  him;  that  affiant  investi- 
gated the  claim  of  prior  settlement  and  found  that  Reed  had  settled 
ou  said  tract  prior  to  September  29, 1891;  that  affiant  was  informed 
that  the  best  thing  he  could  do  would  be  to  relinquish  his  entry,  which 
he  did  on  January  23,  1892,  receiving  no  compensation  or  consideration 
whatever  for  so  doing. 

In  support  of  Harrington's  statements  are  the  affidavits  of  G.  L. 
Smith,  who  swears  that  he  was  present  when  Reed  made  threats  against 
Uarrington,  and  J.  E.  Bell,  who  swears  that  in  the  month  of  October, 
1891,  he  was  on  said  tract  and  saw  James  Reed  tear  down  and  burn  the 
improvements  placed  thereon  by  Harrington  and  heard  him  threaten 
violence  against  the  said  Harrington  if  he  ever  came  back  on  the  land. 

In  the  case  of  Jackson  C.  Brown.  8  L.  D.,587,  a  second  entry  was 
allowed  where  the  first  was  relinquished  under  the  belief  that  it  could 
not  be  maintained  without  danger  to  the  entryman's  life. 

In  the  case  of  Charles  Wolters,  8  L.  D.,  131,  the  right  to  make  a 
second  entry  was  accorded  where  the  first,  for  equitable  reasons,  was 
reUnquished  in  good  faith  on  discovering  that  the  land  embraced  therein 
was  covered  by  the  settlement  right  of  a  prior  pre-emptor,  who,  on 
account  of  poverty,  had  been  unable  to  submit  his  final  proof  within 
the  statutory  period. 

Harrington  showed  some  negligence  in  not  inspecting  the  land  before 
making  entry  therefor,  but  this  may  be  excused  by  the  distance  of  the 
tract  from  the  land  office,  near  which  he  was  residing;  the  notorious 
rapidity  with  which  vacant  claims  in  that  district  were  taken  up  by 
home  seekers;  his  long  acquaintance  with  and  confidence  in  Walker; 
and  the  absence  of  any  valid  reason  for  supposing  that  the  tract  had 
already  been  appropriated  by  some  one  else.  He  showed  his  good  faith 
by  immediately  beginning  to  improve  the  tract,  but,  as  appears  from  the 
affidavit  filed,  his  house  was  torn  down  and  burned  and  he  himself  was 
threatened  with  violence.    He  might  have  taken  the  matter  into  court 
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and  maintained  his  right  to  the  land  at  some  trouble,  expense,  and  risk 
to  himself,  but  on  learning  that  Beed  had  settled  on  the  land  prior  to 
the  date  of  his  entry,  he  decided  to  withdraw  x>eaceably  and  leave  Beed 
in  possession.  The  fact  that  Beed  did  not  make  entry  until  several 
mouths  later  iu  no  way  affects  Harrington's  good  faith. 

Under  the  circumstances,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  present  appli- 
cation should  be  granted. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed  and  Harrington  will  be 
allowed  to  perfect  entry  for  the  tract  applied  for  upon  his  showing  bis 
present  qualifications  and  paying  the  requisite  fees  and  commissions. 


PRACTICE-CONTIXtTAXCE-vSIMULTAXEOUS  SETTLEMENTS. 

Wood  v.  Beach. 

The  discretion  of  tho  local  officers  in  acting  upon  a  motion  for  continuance  will  not 
be  interfered  with,  if  abuse  of  sucb  discretion  does  not  appear. 

In  a  case  wherein  priority  of  settlement  is  the  issue,  any  period  of  time  susceptible 
of  notation  inter\'ening  between  the  acts  of  settlement  on  the  part  of  the  adverse 
claimants,  and  which  is  noted  with  sufficient  distinctness  to  separate)  said  acts  by 
a  recognized  period,  will  prevent  the  consideration  of  said  acts  as  simultaneous. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  26,  1896.  (C,  J.  W.) 

September  19, 1893,  Robert  E.  Beach  made  homestead  entry  ^o,  268, 
for  the  NB.  i  of  Sec,  35,  T.  20  N.,  R.  1  W.,  Perry,  Oklahoma.  Septem- 
ber 25, 1893,  six  days  thereafter,  James  N.  Wood  filed  affidavit  of  con- 
test against  said  entry,  allcfifing  prior  settlement,  and  on  same  day 
made  homestead  application  and  affidavit  to  enter  said  tract.  Decem- 
ber 18, 1893,  the  case  went  to  trial  on  the  issne  of  prior  settlement. 
The  hearing  closed  on  January  5, 1894,  and  on  May  22, 1894,  the  local 
officers  rendered  their  decision,  in  which  they  found  that,  while  Wood 
made  settlement  before  Beach  made  entry,  Beach  was  the  first  to  reach 
and  stake  the  claim,  and  was  a  prior  settler  to  Wood.  June  22, 1894, 
Wood  appealed  from  your  said  decision,  andi>n  December  8, 1894,  your 
office  reversed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  directed  that  unless 
the  parties  agreed  to  terms  of  compromise  within  thirty  days  from 
notice  of  said  decision,  the  tract  should  be  disposed  of  to  the  highest 
bidder,  as  between  these  parties,  as  in  cases  of  simultaneous  applica- 
tions to  enter.    Both  parties  have  appealed  from  said  decision. 

It  seems  that  on  the  day  set  for  hearing  the  plaintiff  filed  a  motion 
for  continuance  on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness. 
Counsel  for  defendant  offered  to  stipulate  that  the  dejwsition  of  tbe 
absent  witness  should  bo  taken  within  sixty  days,  waiving  all  time  to 
file  cross-interrogatories,  except  one  day,  and  agreeing  to  admit  said 
deposition,  without  objections,  whenever  the  same  might  be  received 
within  said  sixty  days,  to  which  plaintift^'s  counsel  objected ;  and  there- 
upon the  motion  to  continue  was  overruled  and  exception  taken  to  the 
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rnliDg.  This  exception  yoar  office  held  to  be  not  well  taken.  In 
AV owl's  appeal  to  yoar  office  he  charged,  that  the  evidence*  shows  that 
Beach  had  obtained  the  privilege  of  making  entry  fraudulently,  and 
out  of  his  proper  order,  which  charge  your  office  found  was  not  sup- 
ported by  the  proof.  The  findings  of  your  office  as  to  both  of  these 
question,  Wood  alleges  is  erroileous,  and  as  these  are  the  only  ques- 
tions i>re8ented  by  his  appeal  that  are  material,  his  appeal  will  be  first 
considered. 

The  rules  of  practice  are  so  framed  as  to  allow  registers  and  receivers 
to  exercise  reasonable  discretion  in  granting  or  overruling  motions  for 
coDtinuance.  That  discretion  will  not  be  interfered  with,  excei)t  in 
cases  of  abuse,  and  in  my  opinion  there  was  no  abuse  of  such  discre- 
tion in  this  case,  and  your  office  committed  no  error  in  so  holding.  The 
evidence  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  defendant's  filing  was 
placed  of  record,  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  of  fraud  against 
said  entry.  As  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  made  settlement  before 
said  entry  was  made,  the  rights  of  the  parties  will  depend  upon  the 
Ciller  of  the  settlement.  This  disposes  of  Wood's  appeal,  and  brings 
me  to  the  consideration  of  Beach's  appeal. 

He  undertakes  to  specify  thirty- three  grounds  of  irror,  some  of  which 
arc  allegeil  to  be  errors  of  fact  and  others  errors  of  law.  This  imposing 
numerical  array  of  grounds  of  error  are  easily  reducible  to  two  propo- 
sitions, viz:  (1)  that  your  office  found  against  the  preponderance  of  the 
evidence;  and  (2)  that  the  specific  directions  given  as  to  the  disposition 
to  be  made  of  the  land  involved,  is  not  authorized  by  law. 

The  real  question,  and  the  one  which  must  control  the  case,  is,  does  the 
evidence  support  and  authorize  the  conclusion  announced  by  your  office, 
tbat  Beach  and  Wood  reached  the  tract  and  staked  it  simultaneously. 
If  this  fact  be  conceded,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  principle  applicable 
to  simultaneous  application  to  enter  could  be  applied  with  equal  pro- 
priety to  cases  of  simultaneous  settlement,  where  priority  of  settlement 
is  the  issue.  Your  office  and  the  local  officers  reached  different  conclu- 
sions as  to  what  was  shown  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence.  The 
local  officers  say : 

The  race  made  to  the  land  in  controversy  on  September  16,  1893,  was  a  short  one 
aiul  a  fast  one.  The  time  ombmced  in  running  from  the  starting;  point  was  less  than 
a  minute,  the  distance  being  about  fifty-nine  rods.  Both  contestant  and  contestee 
i4Tm  to  have  ridden  swift  horses,  and  the  time  of  staking  by  each  must  have  been 
Decessarily  close.  As  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  each  followed  np  his  staking  by 
reaideuce  and  substantial  improvements  within  a  reasonable  time ;  that  the  segregn- 
ti»n  thereof  from  the  public  domain  was  sufilciently  indicated  by  each,  and  that  said 
6c*«rrcgation8  and  settlements  were  unquestionably  prior  to  defendant's  entry  by  filiug, 
the  (question  is  who  first  entered  upon  aud  staked  the  land  in  controversy.  From  a 
c\tm^  and  exhaustive  rea<ling  of  the  evidence,  we  are  led  to  the  conclusion,  that  on 
account  of  a  panel  of  wire  fence,  around  which  Wood  was  bound  to  curve  his  race 
from  his  starting  point,  that  the  distance  traveled  by  him  was  a  little  farther  than 
that  traveled  by  Beach,  who  ran  due  north  to  the  land  and  had  no  curve  to  make. 
Both  started  from  points  on  the  south  line  of  fraction  .':oiith  of  tho  claim  in  contro- 
versy and  equaUy  distant  from  the  south  line  of  the  claim,  consequently,  the  curve 
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aronnd  ibis  panel  of  fence  must  have  delayed  WocnI  for  a  second  or  two  in  his  race, 
and  a  second  or  two.  tbo  shortest  of  time,  is  to  our  minds,  the  essence  of  this  canse. 
We  think  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  establishes  the  fact,  that  Beach  was  first 
on  the  land  and  to  stake. 

Your  office  diflfers  from  the  local  officers  in  the  conclasion  reached, 
and  in  substance  finds  that  the  evidence  leaves  the  fact  in  doubt  as  to 
which  actually  reached  the  land  first,  and  that  their  arrivals  should  be 
treated  as  simultaneous,  and  an  equitable  division  made  between  them, 
or  the  land  sold  to  the  highest  bidder  as  in  cases  of  simultaneous  appli- 
cations. Thus  it  would  seem  that  your  office  makes  doubt  as  to  who 
was  the  first  settler  of  the  two  in  question  the  predicate  for  holding  that 
the  doubt  should  be  solved  by  treating  the  settlements  as  made  simul- 
taneously. It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  treating  the  case  as  if  Beach 
had  no  entry  of  record,  whereas  your  office  had  previously  held  that  he 
had  a  valid  one.  Where  the  entry  is  to  be  overcome  by  a  contestant, 
the  burden  is  upon  the  contestant,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  simply  pnt 
the  truth  of  the  ground  of  contest  in  doubt.  In  such  a  case  the  con- 
test must  fail,  and  the  entry  remain  intact.  At  first  glance  it  appears 
that  where  difieient  applications  to  enter,  or  acts  of  settlement,  are 
made  very  nearly  at  the  same  time,  they  might  safely  be  considered  as 
simultaneously  made,  but  such  does  not  seem  to  be  the  rule.  In  the 
case  of  Benschoter  v,  Williams  (3  L.  D.,  419),  it  was  held  that  where  a 
few  seconds  intervened  between  applications  to  contest,  precedence 
must  be  given  to  the  one  actually  received  first.  It  would  seem  that 
where  the  issue  is  one  of  priority,  and  that  priority  is  the  basis  of 
a  legal  right,  any  period  of  time  susceptible  of  notation,  and  which 
is  noted  with  sufficient  definiteness,  to  sever  transactions  by  a  recog- 
nized period,  will  prevent  such  transactions  from  being  considered 
simultaneous. 

I  think,  however,  that  by  following  recognized  rules  of  evidence,  the 
testimony  in  this  case  will  relieve  it  at  least  of  legal  difficulty.  Of  all 
the  witnesses  who  testified  only  two  claimed  to  have  been  in  view  of 
the  two  parties  as  they  were  about  reaching  the  line  of  the  tract  iu 
dispute.  They  only  distinguished  the  parties  as  the  front  riders  ou 
diiferent  sides  of  the  branch  or  creek.  They  testify  very  positively 
that  the  front  rider  on  the  cast  end  of  the  lot,  did  not  reach  the  land 
until  after  Beach  had  passed  the  line  and  was  off  his  horse  and  setting 
his  stake.  These  witnesses  are  Martha  Morri>*  and  Mrs.  Goodwill. 
Nothing  derogatory  to  the  character  of  either  is  shown,  nor  are  they 
contradicted.  It  may  seem  strange  that  they  saw  what  other  witnesses 
did  not  see,  but  the  fact  remains  that  they  swear  positively,  and  are 
not  contradicted,  impeached  or  discredited.  If  their  testimony  is  to 
be  taken  as  true,  it  follows  that  Beach  was  the  first  to  reach  and  stake 
the  claim.    I  refer  to  pages  106, 107, 108  and  131  of  the  evidence. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  local  officers  was 
the  proper  one  iu  the  case,  and  your  office  decision  is  accordingly 
reversed  and  their  decision  approved. 
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STATE  SELECTION-APPLICATION. 

William  Hebth. 

An  application  on  the  part  of  a  State  to  select  lands  should  he  rejected,  if  the  lands 
appUed  for  are  not  open  to  such  appropriation  at  the  date  of  selection,  or  at  the 
time  ^hen  the  application  is  received. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  th£  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OfficCy 
(J.  L  H.)  March  26^  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  SE.  J  of  See.  28,  T,  23  N., 
R.  7  E.,  Seattle,  Washington,  land  district. 

The  facts  as  stated  in  your  letter  of  August  3,  1893,  to  the  register 
and  receiver,  are  as  follows: 

On  May  9,  1893,  the  official  plat  of  the  survey  of  the  township  23  N.,  R.  7  £.,  wa-s 
tiled  in  your  office  and  entries  were  received  for  land  in  the  same  on  May  9, 1893,  the 
list  of  selections  hy  the  State  of  Washington,  under  the  provisions  of  the  17th  sec- 
tion, act  of  Congress  approved  February  22,  1889,  in  satisfaction  of  grant  to  said 
'State  for  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  scientltic  school,  was  received  at 
yonr  office  at  8 :  15  a.  m.  for  land  in  said  township  on  May  9,  1893 ;  at  9 : 34  a.  m.,  the 
said  William  Herth  presented  his  timber  land  sworn  statement  for  the  SE.  i,  Hec.  28, 
Tp.  23  N.^  R.  7  east,  and  the  same  was  refused  for  tlie  reason  of  condict  with  the  said 
State  selection. 

It  is  also  shown  by  the  record  that  Berth's  application  was  executed 
at  the  local  office  May  9, 1893. 

On  this  statement  of  fa<;t  you  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  office, 
on  the  ground  that  the  State's  selection  was  prior  in  point  of  time. 
Herth  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assigning  numerous  errors,  but  I  think 
the  second  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  this  case :  error 

in  holding  that  the  selection  by  the  State  of  Washington,  tiled  in  the  United  States 
land  office  before  9  o'clock  A.  M.,  on  May  9, 1893,  as  shown  hy  the  records,  was  such 
a  selection  as  would  (defeat)  applicant's  application  presented  at  the  opening  of  the 
Land  Office  at  9  o'clock  A.  M.  on  May  9,  1893. 

The  land  in  question  was  not  subject  to  entry  until  0  o'clock  A.  M., 
the  hour  at  which  the  local  office  is  opened  for  business.  An  examina- 
tion of  the  list  of  selections  in  your  office  shows  that  the  commissioner 
of  public  lauds  for  Washiugton  made  a  certificate  that  on  May  4, 1893, 
be  selected  the  lands  included  in  said  list.  This  certificate  is  dated 
May  9, 1893.  Inasmuch  as  the  list  of  selections  was  received  at  the 
local  office  at  8:15  o'clock  A.  M.,  on  May  9,  it  necessarily  follows  that 
the  list  and  certificate  were  made  prior  to  the  time  when  the  land  was 
subject  to  entry.  (Barnard's  Heirs  v.  Ashley,  18  How.,  46;  2  0.  L,  L., 
1119.) 

In  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Malone  (18  L.  D.,  482),  the  question  as  to 
what  right  a  party  can  acquire  to  laud  whose  application  is  sworn  to 
prior  to  the  time  when  the  same  could  be  legally  taken,  was  exhaust- 
ively gone  into,  and  all  prior  decisions  on  the  subject  reviewed.  It 
was  therein  decided  (syllabus) — 

'  An  application  to  make  entry  of  public  land  cannot  be  allowed  if  based  on  pre- 
10332— VOL  22 ^25 
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limiuary  papers  execated  prior  to  the  time  when  said  land  is  legally  subject  to  such 
application. 

The  reasons  given  in  that  case  for  the  application  of  this  rule  to 
individuals  are  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.  It  is  true  that 
in  that  case  the  applicant  was  an  individual,  and  as  such  was  required 
to  show  his  i)ersonal  qualifications  to  enter  land  at  the  time  it  was  sub- 
ject to  entry. 

By  analogy  the  same  rule  should  be  applied  to  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington in  making  its  selections.  To  hold  otherwise  gives  the  State  an 
arbitrary  advantage  over  any  individual,  in  that  under  the  rule  the 
individual  cannot  make  a  legal  application  until  the  land  is  open  to 
settlement  or  purchase. 

But  aside  from  this,  the  land  in  question  was  not  subject  to  selection 
either  at  the  time  the  application  was  received,  or  when  executed;  hence 
it  should  have  been  rejected. 

The  judgment  of  your  office  is  therefore  reversed. 


RAILBOAD  LAXDS-RESIDENCE— ACT  OF  JAXTARY  83,  1896. 

SHAFER  r.   BUTLEB. 

(On  Review.) 

Under  the  amendatory  act  of  January  23, 1896,  residence  is  not  required  to  be  shown 
in  support  of  an  application  to  purchase  forfeited  railroad  lands  nnder  section 
3,  act  of  September  29,  1890,  if  the  land  has  been  cultivated  and  otherwise 
improved. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Laud  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  26^  1896.  (F,  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  motion  forwarded  with  yonr  office  letter  of 
April  11, 1895,  for  a  rehearing  in  the  matter  of  the  case  of  E.  B.  Shafer 
V.  J.  M.  Butler,  involving  the  SE.  J,  Sec.  17,  T.  3  N.,  R.  aS  E.,  La  Grande 
land  district,  Oregon. 

This  land  was  formerly  included  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  made 
to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Northern  Pacific  railroad,  but  being 
opposite  the  unconstructed  portion  of  that  road,  it  was  restored  to  the 
public  domain  by  the  general  forfeiture  act  of  Sei)lember  29, 1890  (26 
Stat.,  496). 

On  January  22,  1892,  Butler  made  homestead  entry  of  the  land,  and 
on  February  13  following,  Shafer  filed  a  contest  against  said  entry  in 
which  he  set  up  a  claim  of  right  to  x^urchase  the  same  under  the  third 
section  of  the  act  of  forfeiture,  he  claiming  to  have  settled  upon  said 
land  June  2,  1890,  with  intention  of  purchasing  the  same  from  the 
company. 

Upon  this  contest  hearing  was  regularly  held,  and  from  the  testimony 
adduced  it  appeared  that  this  land  was  first  claimed  by  Bluford  Stan 
ton,  who  occupied  the  lands  from  1880  until  he  sold  his  improvements 
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and  possessory  claim  to  J.  M.  Elgin,  who  in  turn  sold  to  L.  D.  Sbafer, 
tLe  brother  of  tbe  contestant. 

L.  D.  Sbafer  came  into  possession  of  tbe  land  in  1888  and  beld  tbe 
same  until  May  0,  1890,  wbicb  be  sold  to  contestant  for  83,000.  Con- 
testant was,  at  tbe  time  of  tbis  purcbase,  living  upon  other  land  which 
he  bad  entered  under  the  homestead  laws,  for  which  be  did  not  m<ake 
proof  until  after  tbe  passage  of  tbe  act  of  forfeiture. 

Upon  this  showing,  your  office  decision  of  June  5,  1893,  held  tbe 
homestead  entry  by  Butler  subject  to  the  right  of  purcbase  in  Sbafer, 
under  the  provisions  of  tbe  third  section  of  the  act  of  forfeiture.  But- 
ler appealed  to  this  Department;  said  appeal  being  considered  in 
departmental  decision  of  December  11,  1894  (19  L,  D.,  486),  in  which 
your  office  decision  was  reversed  because  it  was  not  shown  that  Sbafer 
was  a  resident  upon  the  land,  nor  that  he,  or  those  before  him  in  pos- 
session, held  under  deed,  written  contract  with,  or  license  from  the 
company. 

Motion  for  rehearing  is  based  upon  tbe  ground  that  Stanton,  through 
whom  Sbafer  came  into  possession,  settled  upon  this  land  under  license 
from  tbe  railroad  company,  the  rights  under  which  were  transferred  to 
the  succeeding  purchasers. 

Numerous  objections  have  been  filed  to  the  consideration  of  this 
motion,  but  the  same  need  not  be  considered  in  view  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress approved  January  23, 1896,  amending  tbe  act  of  forfeiture,  in 
which  it  is  provided  thatr— 

Section  three  of  an  Act  entitled  ''An  Act  to  forfeit  certain  lands  heretofore  granted 
for  the  pnrpooe  of  aiding  in  the  construction  of  railroads,  and  for  other  purposes/' 
approve<l  September  twenty-ninth,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety,  and  the  several 
acts  amendatory  thereof,  be,  and  the  same  is,  amended  so  as  to  extend  the  time 
within  which  persons  entitled  to  purchase  lands  forfeited  by  said  act,  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  purchase  the  same,  in  the  quantities  and  upon  the  terms  provided  in  said 
section,  at  any  time  prior  to  January  iirst,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-seven: 
Provided,  That  actual  residence  upon  the  lands  by  persons  claiming  the  right  to  pur- 
chase the  same  shall  not  be  required  where  such  lands  have  been  fenced,  cultivated, 
or  otherwise  improved  by  such  claimant,  and  such  persons  shall  be  permitted  to 
pnrchase  two  or  more  tracts  of  such  lands  by  legal  subdivisions,  whether  contigu- 
ons  or  not,  but  not  exceeding  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  in  the  aggregate. 

Under  tbe  laws,  as  amended,  residence  is  not  necessary  to  be  shown 
in  support  of  an  application  to  purchase  under  the  third  section  of  the 
act  of  forfeiture,  and  as  it  was  shown  that  this  land  was  improved  to 
great  value  by  Stanton,  and  those  succeeding  in  possession  through 
him,  and  that  tbe  contestant  settled  upon  the  land  with  the  intentiou 
of  purchasing  the  same  of  the  company,  and  continued  the  improve- 
ment and  cultivation  of  tbe  same  and  was  in  peaceable  possession 
thereof  at  tbe  time  Butler  made  entry,  1  must  recall  tbe  previous 
decision  of  this  Department,  and  sustain  your  office  decision  according 
to  Sbafer  the  right  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  forfeiture.  Upon  the 
completion  of  said  purchase  Butler's  entry  will  be  canceled. 
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SWAMP  LAND  GRANT-IXDIAN  RESERVATION. 

State  of  Minnesota. 

By  the  terms  of  the  proviso  to  the  act  of  March  12,  1860,  esteniliDg  the  provisions 
of  the  swamp  land  grant  to  the  State  of  Minnesota,  said  grant  is  not  operative 
as  to  any  lands  that  prior  to  selection  by  the  State  have  been  "reserved,  sold  or 
disposed  of  pursuant  to  any  law  enacted  prior  to  said  act. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  coustitnte  an  Indian  reservation  that  a  treaty  or  act  of  Con- 
gress shall  specifically  <lescribe  the  lands  that  are  reserved.  It  is  sufficient  fur 
such  purpose  if  the  lands  occupied  by  the  Indians  are  recognized  by  the  officials 
of  the  government  as  reserved  Indian  lands. 

A  treaty  when  approved  is  in  effect  a  legislative  enactment;  and  if  in  pursuance  of 
a  treaty  with  the  Indians  prior  to  the  act  uf  March  12,  1860,  lauds  occupied  by 
them  are  then  regarded  as  reserved  for  their  benefit,  and  are  subsequently  so 
treated,  such  lands  are  accordingly  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  swamp 
land  grant. 

The  act  of  .Januory  14,  1889,  did  not  contemplate  the  disposition  of  any  of  the 
Indian  lauds  opened  to  settlement  thereby  except  in  the  manner,  and  for  the 
purposes  therein  provided,  to  the  end  that  the  money  arising  irom  such  disposal 
should  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  Indians,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  the 
claim  of  the  State  to  any  of  such  lands  under  the  swamp  grant  is  inconsisteat 
with  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  General  Land  OfficCj  March 
(J.  I.  H.)  27j  1896. 

I  am  ill  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  March  6, 1896,  together  with 
the  letter  of  the  governor  of  the  State  of  Minuesota,  dated  February 
14, 189G,  which  was  referred  to  you,  uuder  date  of  February  28,  1890, 
for  report  thereou. 

The  governor  of  Minnesota  claims  that  the  swamp-lands  within  the 
ceded  portions  of  the  Bed  Lake  reservation,  soon  to  be  opened  to 
entry,  were  granted  to  the  State  of  Minnesota,  by  virtue  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  swamp  land  grant,  made  by  Congress  March  12,  1860  (VI 
Stat.,  3),  and  asks  that 

such  lands  be  excluded  from  the  lands  to  be  opened  to  entry,  and  that  the  surveyor 
general  of  the  State  be  instructed  to  select  the  same  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  State, 
as  in  other  cases. 

I  have  carefully  examined  the  claim  of  the  State  of  Minnesota. 

The  swamp  land  grant  of  September  28,  1850  (9  Stat.,  519),  was  a 
grant  inpresenti  of  all  such  lands  as  had  not  been  sold  by  the  Uuited 
States. 

The  act  of  March  12,  1860  (12  Stat.,  3),  extended  the  act  of  1850,  to 
the  State  of  Minnesota  with  further  exceptions  contained  in  a  proviso. 
The  last  named  act  is  as  follows : 

That  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  entitled  'An  act  to  enable  the  State  of 
Arkansas  and  other  States  to  reclaim  the  'swamp  lands'  within  their  limits/ 
approved  September  twenty-eight,  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty,  be,  and  the  same  are 
hereby,  extended  to  the  States  of  Minnesota  and  Oregon :  Provided,  That  the  grant 
hereby  made  shall  not  include  any  lands  which  the  government  of  the  United  States 
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may  have  reserred,  sold,  or  disposed  of  (in  pnrsuaDce  of  any  law  heretofore 
enacted)  prior  to  the  confirmation  of  title  to  be  made  under  the  anthority  of  the 
said  act. 

It  18  under  this  act  that  the  State  of  Minnesota  claims  swamp  lands 
within  the  ceded  portions  of  the  Eed  Lake  reservation. 

The  proviso  to  this  act  means,  that  if,  when  the  State  of  Minnesota 
applies  for  an  approval  of  its  selection  of  swamp  lands,  any  of  the 
lands  so  selected  have  been  reserved,  sold,  or  disposed  of  pursuant  to 
any  law  enacted  prior  to  March  12, 1860,  the  grant  to  the  State  will 
not  attach  to  such  lands. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  State  of  Minnesota  that  this  proviso  to  said  act 
is  void,  because  the  same  is  repugnant  to  the  purview  of  the  act.  The 
decision  by  the  supreme  court  of  Oregon  in  the  case  of  Gaston  r.  Scott 
(5  Oregon,  48),  is  relied  ux)on  in  supjwrt  of  this  contention. 

I  can  not  consent  to  this  construction  of  the  act  of  18G0,  supra.  The 
act  must  be  construed,  if  possible,  so  as  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  Con- 
gress. This  intent  is,  I  think,  very  clear;  that  is,  to  grant  to  the  State 
of  Minnesota  swamp  lands  within  her  borders  that  had  not  been,  prior 
to  selection  by  the  Stat«  and  approval  by  the  Department,  disposed  of, 
or  reserved,  under  some  act  of  Congress  made  prior  to  said  granting^ 
act.  Although  this  exception  to  the  grant  is  contained  in  a  proviso, 
that  fact  does  not  render  it  any  the  less  an  exclusion  of  such  lands. 
Sach  exclusion  may  be  made  by  a  proviso,  a  saving  clause,  or  by  any 
words  placed  anywhere  in  the  body  of  the  act,  from  which  the  inten- 
tion of  Congress  may  be  understood ;  the  object,  or  purpose,  being 
simply  to  exclude  from  the  body  of  the  act  certain  lands  not  intended 
to  pass  by  the  grant  to  the  State. 

It  is  ftirtber  claimed  by  the  State  of  Minnesota,  that  these  lands  do 
not  come  within  the  proviso  of  said  act,  and  in  support  of  this  conten- 
tion it  is  insisted,  that  in  order  to  bring  theae  lands  within  the  meaning 
and  intent  of  the  proviso  they  must  have  been  set  apart  as  a  reserva- 
tion by  metes  and  bounds,  and  called  such,  under  some  act  of  Congress 
especially  authorizing  them  to  be  so  reserved. 

I  cannot  concur  in  this  view  of  the  subject. 

The  Indians  who  inhabit  what  is  known  as  the  Bed  Lake  reservation, 
are  a  portion  of  the  Mississippi  Chippewa  Indians,  who,  with  other 
Indians,  owned  vast  tracts  of  country  in  the  Northwest,  which  was 
minutely  described  in  a  treaty  with  the  United  States.  They  made 
treaties  ft*om  time  to  time  with  the  United  States,  ceding  portions  of 
their  lands  and  reserving  other  portions.  In  every  one  of  such  ces- 
sions the  lands  ceded  were  minutely  described,  and  the  boundaries  of 
the  land  which  the  Indians  retained  became,  in  this  way,  as  distinctly 
described  and  marked  as  were  the  lands  which  they  ceded. 

It  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  constitute  a  reservation  that  a  treaty,  or 
act  of  Congress,  shall  specifically  mention  the  lands  that  are  reserved, 
but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  lands  occupied  by  the  Indians  are  recognized 
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by  the  officials  of  the  goverument  as  reserved  Indian  lauds.  Upon 
this  i)oint  the  supreme  court  recently  decided  in  the  case  of  Spalding 
V.  Chandler  (160  U.  S.,  404),  that— 

If  the  reservation  was  free  from  objectiou  by  the  governmeut,  it  was  as  efiectnal 
as  though  the  pnrticiihir  tract  to  be  used  was  specifically  desi^ated  by  bouiidaries 
Id  the  treaty  itself.  The  reservation  thus  created  stood  precisely  iu  the  same  cate> 
gory  as  other  Indian  reservations,  whether  established  for  general  or  limited  uses, 
and  whether  made  by  the  direct  authority  of  Congress  in  the  ratification  of  a  treaty 
or  indirectly  through  the  medium  of  a  duly  authorized  executive  officer. 

The  next  question  which  arises  is:  Were  these  lands  reserved  for 
the  Indians  pursuant  to  law  enacted  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  a<;t  of 
March  12,  1860,  8U2)raf 

I  think  this  question  should  he  answered  in  the  affirmative.  A 
treaty  when  approved  is  in  effect  a  legislative  enactment.  The  United 
States  made  several  treaties  with  the  Indians  inhabiting  the  north- 
west country,  prior  to  the  act  of  March  12, 1860,  supra^  for  cessions  of 
portions  of  their  lands,  and  the  portio  nsuot  ceded  were  reserved  to  the 
Indians  by  such  treaties  as  effectually  as  if  the  treaties  had  specifically 
designated  such  lands  as  reservations  for  the  Indians.  Pursuant  to 
these  treaties  the  United  States  established  Indian  agencies  for  them, 
and  treated  the  lands  in  all  respects  as  Indian  reservations. 

The  Chippewas  of  Red  Lake  since  1849  have  been  under  the  control 
of  an  Indian  agent,  and  have  been  treated  by  officials  of  the  govern- 
ment at  all  times  as  reservation  Indians.  The  Department  for  years 
before  March  12, 1860,  treated  these  lands  as  the  Red  Lake  reservation, 
and  Congress  very  frequently  so  designated  them  in  appropriation  acts. 

Thus  it  will  be  seen,  that  for  years  prior  to  the  act  of  March  12, 1860, 
the  lands  of  Red  Lake  were  distinctly  bounded ;  the  lands  were  treat^^d 
as  reserved  Indian  lands;  tbe  Indians  were  treated  as  reservation 
Indians,  and  all  done  pursuant  to  treaties  with  said  Indians. 

In  the  sixth  article  of  the  treaty  with  the  Red  Lake  Chippewas,  rati- 
fied May  5, 1864,  these  lands  are  referred  to  as  a  reservation,  and  the 
President  was  required  to  ap])oint  a  board  of  visitors  for  the  reserva- 
tion. This  treaty  did  not  create  a  reservation  for  the  Indians,  but 
treated  it  as  an  existing  reservation  under  the  authority  of  law. 

I  therefore  agree  with  your  office  decision  that  the  lands  had  been 
reserved  for  the  Indians  pursuant  to  a  law  enacted  prior  to  the  swamp 
land  grant  to  the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  that  none  of  said  lands 
passed  to  that  State  under  said  grant. 

The  application  of  the  State  of  Minnesota  to  have  patented  to  her 
these  lands,  under  the  act  of  1860,  supra^  can  well  be  denied  on  another 
ground.  These  lands  were  originally  Indian  lands,  to  no  i)art  of  which 
the  title  had  been  extinguished.  The  lands  were  open  to  settlement 
under  an  agreement  made  pursuant  to  an  act  of  Congress  approved 
January  14, 1889  (25  Stat.,  642).  Said  act  authorized  an  agreement 
with  the  Indians  for  the  cession  of  these  lands,  expressly  providing 
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that  the  agricultural  lauds  shall  be  disposed  of  to  homestead  settlers 
at  a  price  therein  fixed,  and  that  the  timber  lands  shall  be  sold  at  au 
appraised  value,  and  that  the  money  arising  from  homestead  entries 
and  the  sale  of  what  is  known  as  the  timber  lands,  shall  be  placed  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  the  Chippewa  Indi- 
ans in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  as  a  permanent  fund. 

It  may  well  be  doubted  if  the  opening  of  these  lands  for  settlement 
and  the  oftering  of  them  for  sale,  as  provided  for  in  said  act  of  Con- 
gress, placed  them  in  the  category  of  public  lands  in  the  sense  in 
which  that  term  i^  ordinarily  used.  They  did  not  become  public 
lauds  of  the  United  States  in  any  sense  except  for  disi)ositiou  in  the 
manner  pointed  out  by  the  act  of  Congress  and  agreed  to  by  the  Indians, 
and  the  United  States,  as  trustees  for  the  Indians,  declared  them  to  be 
public  lands  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  consent  of  the  Indians 
to  dispose  of  them.  This  point  is  further  strengthened  by  a  considera- 
tion of  the  fact  that  after  Congress  provided,  in  section  4  of  said  act, 
for  the  appraisement  and  sale  of  the  pine  lands,  it  declares,  in  the  last 
paragraph  of  that  section,  that: 

All  other  lands  acquired  from  said  Indians  on  said  reservations^  other  than  pine 
lands,  are  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  termed  ^'agricultural  lands." 

Thus  making  an  express  declaration,  as  to  the  character  of  said 
lands,  to  be  accepted  by  this  Department  as  its  guide  in  disposing  of 
the  same. 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  Congress  might  have  authorized  the 
Indians  to  dispose  of  the  agricultural  lands  to  such  persons  as  might 
come  in  and  settle  upon  them,  and  to  sell  the  timber  lands  to  such  per- 
sons as  might  wish  to  buy,  and  the  settlers  and  purchasers  would 
thereby  acquire  a  perfect  title  to  said  lands;  that  is,  the  ultimate  fee 
that  the  United  States  claimed,  and  the  right  of  occupancy — the  title — 
of  the  Indians.  The  disposition  of  the  lands  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  1889,  Hupraj  seems  to  be  in  nowise  different  in  effect  from  the 
disposition  above  suggested,  for  the  United  States  consents  that  the 
ludians  may  have  the  full  benefit  of  these  lands;  that  is,  the  ultimate 
fee  as  well  as  the  right  of  occupancy. 

Congress  was  aware  of  the  status  of  these  lands;  their  ownership 
by  the  Indians,  the  history  of  the  Indians,  and  their  occupancy  of  said 
lands,  and  I  cannot  believe  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress  to 
extinguish  the  Indian  title  so  as  to  make  them  public  lands  in  the 
sense  that  they  might  be  taken  for  any  other  purpose  than  that  speci- 
fied in  the  act. 
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RAILROAD    L.AXD8— REHEARING— SOLDIERS'    DECLARATOR!: 

STATEMENT. 

CULLOM  r.  Hblmer  et  al. 

The  preferred  right  to  make  a  homestead  entry  of  forfeited  railroad  lands  is  con- 
ferred by  section  2,  act  of  September  29,  1890,  npon  settlers  in  good  faith  on 
such  lands  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act. 

In  case  of  a  rehearing  ordered  by  the  Department  the  evidence  shoold  be  confined 
to  the  issue  as  defined  in  the  departmental  order. 

A  soldier's  declaratory  statement  received  through  the  mail  should  not  be  allowed. 

The  case  of  Wickstrom  v.  Calkins  vt  al.y  20  L.  D.,  459,  overruled. 

Acting  Secretary  ReyiwldM  to  the  Gommwsimier  of  tlie  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  27^  1896.  (J.  L.) 

This  case  involves  the  west  half  of  the  NE.  J  and  the  east  half  of  the 
NW.  \  of  section  13,  T.  48  N.,  R.  9  W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin- 
Said  tract  was  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Wisconsin  Central 
Bailroad  Company,  under  the  act  of  May  5, 1864,  and  was  forfeited  to 
the  United  States  and  restored  to  the  public  domain  by  the  act  of 
September  20, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496),  and  was  thrown  open  to  entry  at  the 
local  land  office  on  February  23, 1891. 

On  said  day,  February  23, 1891,  the  local  officers  received  by  mail 
three  papers  purporting  to  be  Clement  C  Williams's  soldier's  declara- 
tory statement  for  the  FB.  \  of  said  section  13,  selected  by  Owen  A. 
Bryant  as  agent  of  said  Williams. 

On  the  next  day,  February  24, 1891,  Charles  Helmer  made  homestead 
entry  Fo.  2196  of  the  NW.  \  of  section  13. 

On  the  same  day,  February  24,  1891,  Marcus  B.  CuUom  filed  his 
application  (with  tender  of  fees  etc.)  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the 
W.  i  of  the  NE.  i  and  the  E.  J  of  the  NW.  \  of  said  section  13, 
alleging: 

That  I  settled  and  established  a  residence  on  the  land  described  in  my  application 
here  withy  on  the  5th  day  of  September  1888,  which  I  have  maintained  ever  since; 
and  I  now  claim  a  preference  right  to  make  said  entry  nnder  the  second  section  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  September  29,  1890,  nnder  which  said  land  is  opened  to  entry. 

The  local  officers  rejected  said  application  by  a  letter  to  CuUom  in 

the  following  words : 

Ashland,  Wis.,  February  gd,  1891. 

Sir  :  Your  homestead  application  to  enter  the  W.  \  of  the  NE.  ^  and  the  £.  ^  of 
the  NW.  ^  of  section  13,  T.  48  N.,  R.  9  W.,  is  hereby  rejected  by  us  for  the  reason, 
that  said  lands  have  been  entered  by  soldier's  declaratory  statement  No.  77  of  Clement 
C.  Williams,  and  homestead  entry  No.  2166  of  Charles  Helmer;  and  you  are  hereby 
notified  that  you  have  thirty  days  from  date  of  this  notice  in  which  to  apply  for  a 
hearing  to  determine  your  rights  to  said  land. 

Two  days  afterward,  on  February  26, 1891,  Callom  filed  his  affidavit 
of  contest  against  Williams  and  Helmer  and  therein  alleged: 

That  this  contestant  on  the  first  of  September  1888,  established  a  residence  on  the 
land  embraced  in  said  entry  of  said  defendant  Helmer,  and  the  filing  of  said  defend- 
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ant  Williams;  and  has  maintained  the  same  in  good  faith  ever  since  that  date;  and 
that  his  improvements  on  said  land  are  reasonably  worth  $350:  That  on  February 
24, 1891,  this  contestant  offered  his  homestead  application  for  said  land  at  the  United 
States  Land  Office  at  Ashland,  Wisconsin,  under  the  2nd  section  of  an  act  of  Con- 
gress approved  September  29,  1890,  and  section  2289  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States;  which  said  application  was  rejected  because  said  land  was  appropri- 
ated by  the  entry  of  said  defendant  Helmer,  and  the  filing  of  said  defendant  Wil- 
liams: That  neither  of  said  defendants,  Helmer  or  Williams,  has  ever  settled  on 
said  land  or  made  any  improvements  thereon ;  and  the  entry  of  the  said  Helmer,  and 
the  filing  of  the  said  Williams,  are  in  conflict  with  the  preferred  right  of  this  con- 
testant t    make  a  homestead  entry  thereon  under  the  acts  of  Congress  aforesaid. 

After  hearJDg,  at  which  all  the  parties  were  present,  the  register  G. 
W.  Carrington,  and  the  receiver  R.  G.  Heydlauff,  jointly  found  for  the 
contestant,  and  recommended  that  Williams's  filing  and  Helmer's  entry 
should  be  canceled. 

Williams  and  Helmer  both  appealed.  On  January  16, 1892,  your 
office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers;  and  Williams  and  Hel- 
mer appealed  to  this  Department. 

While  the  appeal  was  pending  here,  Henry  Brace,  a  special  agent  of 
your  office,  under  instructions  dated  March  17,  1892,  made  a  report  to 
your  office  in  which  he  recommended  that  Cullom's  application  to  make 
homestead  entry  be  rejected. 

On  November  29, 1892,  this  Department,  after  expressing  the  opin- 
ion that  your  office  decision  was  justified  by  the  record,  referred  to 
said  special  agent's  report,  and  thereux)on  ordered  a  new  hearing 
between  the  parties,  at  which  the  government  should  be  represented 
by  a  special  agent.  A  motion  for  a  review  of  said  decision  was  over- 
ruled on  March  2, 1893;  and  the  purpose  and  scope  of  the  rehearing 
were  distinctly  stated. 

The  new  hearing  began  May  10,  and  ended  June  2, 1893.  On  June 
24, 1893,  the  local  officers  (H.  L.  Besse  register  and  B.  G.  Heydlauff, 
receiver)  found  for  the  defendants ;  and  recommended  that  GuUom's 
contest  be  dismissed,  and  that  Helmer's  entry  and  Williams's  filing  be 
held  intact. 

These  two  officers  (Besse  and  Heydlauff)  were  shortly  afterwards 
removed  from  office  by  the  President  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  "  for  corruption  and  fraud  in 
their  official  duties;"  and  G.  £.  Kuntz  and  Glareuce  Dennis  were 
appointed  to  succeed  them. 

On  July  20, 1893,  Gullom  filed  with  the  new  local  officers  a  motion  for 
a  rehearing  of  the  decision  of  June  24, 1893,  and  sundry  affidavits  in 
support  thereof.  On  October  11, 1893,  said  motion  was  sustained,  the 
decision  of  June  24, 1893  was  vacated  and  set  aside,  and  another  hear- 
ing was  ordered,  which  took  place  on  December  18,  1893.  And  on 
March  10, 1894  the  local  officers  (G.  £.  Kuntz,  register  and  Clarence 
Dennis,  receiver)  found  for  the  contestant,  and  recommended  that  Hel- 
mer's entry  be  canceled  as  to  the  E.  ^  of  the  NW.  J  of  section  13,  that 
Williams's  filing  be  canceled  as  to  the  W.  J  of  the  FE.  J  of  section  13, 
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and  that  Collom's  application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  said  tracts 
be  allowed. 

From  said  decision  Williams  and  Helmer  appealed.  And  on  May  19, 
1894  your  office  reversed  the  decision  appealed  from,  and  dismissed 
CuUom's  contest. 

CuUom's  a])peal  from  your  office  decision  brings  the  whole  c^se  before 
this  Department  for  final  adjudication. 

The  testimony  (which  covers  nearly  six  hundred  pages  of  type-written 
foolscap  paper),  by  a  clear  and  palpable  preponderance  proves  the  fol- 
lowing facts: 

In  the  year  1888,  Marcus  B.  Cullom  was  thirty  three  years  old,  ha<i 
been  a  dentist  for  twelve  or  thirteen  years,  and  was  then  practicing  his 
profession  in  partnership  with  one  of  his  brothers,  in  St.  Paul,  Minne- 
sota, where  he  resided.  His  father  and  mother,  two  brothers  and  two 
sisters  had  died  of  diseases  of  the  lungs.  He  also  was  attacked  with 
the  congenital  malady  and  hail  hemorrhages.  His  physicians  told  him 
that  he  could  prolong  his  life,  only  by  living  in  the  oi>en  air;  and 
especially  recommended  him  to  go  into  the  pine  woods.  Whereupon  he 
sold  to  his  partner  his  interest  in  and  the  good  will  of  the  dental  busi- 
ness, broke  up  his  home  and  abandoned  his  residence  in  St.  Paul;  and 
in  the  month  of  May,  1888,  went  into  the  pine  forest  of  Wisconsin  to  find 
a  homestead  and  establish  a  home.  It  was  part  of  the  consideration  of 
the  bargain  and  sale  aforesaid,  that  his  brother  should  be  permitted  to 
continue  the  dental  business  under  the  old  name,  and  that  he  (Marcus), 
should  give  the  business  such  supervision  as  time  and  health  and 
habitual  absence  might  permit,  aifd  that  his  brother  would  pay  him  the 
sum  of  twenty  five  dollars  per  month  therefor. 

On  July  2,  1888,  Marcus  B.  Cullom  selected  the  traet  of  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres  which  he  now  claims  as  his  homestead,  and  made  his 
settlement  thereon.  With  the  help  of  employes,  he  ran  the  lines,  cut 
logs  and  laid  the  foundation  of  his  house,  and  marked  the  site  of  the 
house,  and  corners  of  the  land,  and  places  where  trails  crossed  the  lines, 
with  boards  and  blazed  trees,  on  which  he  wrote  distinctly  his  name«  a 
description  of  his  claim,  and  the  date  of  his  settlement;  and  he  then 
and  there  told  friends  and  neighbors  present,  that  he  took  said  tract  as 
his  homestead  and  place  of  residence.  He  remained  during  the  sum- 
mer, doing  such  slashing,  clearing  and  see<ling  as  his  health  and 
strength  would  permit.  In  the  fall  of  the  year,  with  the  help  of  four 
other  meu,  he  built  his  house  about  fourteen  feet  square,  six  or  seven 
feet  high,  with  scoop  roof  and  puncheon  floor,  with  door  and  window 
and  glazed  sky  light.  When  winter  came  with  deep  snow  and  low  tem- 
peratures, he  visited  his  brother  in  St.  Paul,  and  did  such  work  as 
came  to  hand,  especially  gold  work  in  which  he  was  proficient.  In  the 
spring  of  1889,  he  returned  to  his  home  in  the  pines,  and  spent  the  sum- 
mer there,  slashing  and  clearing  and  planting,  opening  a  road  and  trails 
and  improving  his  house.    During  that  year,  his  brother  established  in 
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Dulutli,  a  brancli  of  his  deutal  business  in  charge  of  Dr.  S.  B.  Holdeu, 
a  practical  dentist,  to  be  conducted  under  the  old  firm  name,  with  such 
snpervision  as  Mnrcus  might  be  able  to  give  on  occasional  visits  from 
bis  home  in  the  pines,  about  forty  miles  distant  by  railroad.  When 
winter  came  again  he  went  to  Duluth,  and  spent  considerable  time, 
doing  dental  work  occasionally,  sleeping  generally  in  his  brother's  den- 
tal offices,  and  getting  his  meals  at  hotels  and  restaurants.  During  the 
winter  of  1889-90,  he  frequently  returned  to  his  home,  which  he  had 
left  in  charge  of  a  neighbor,  whom  he  supplied  with  provisions.  In  the 
spring  of  1890,  he  returned  to  his  homestead;  and  after  that  time,  (with 
the  exception  of  a  week  spent  in  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis  about  the 
fourth  of  July,  a  week  spent  in  a  hospital  at  Duluth,  and  a  week  or  ten 
days  about  Christmas  time  spent  in  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis),  he 
remained  constantly  on  the  land  until  July,  1891.  On  September  29, 
1890,  he  was  an  "  actual  settler  in  good  faith"  present  in  person  on  the 
laud  in  contest;  and  he  was  such  settler  in  February  1891,  when  he 
filed  his  application  to  make  entry  and  initiated  his  contest  at  the  Ash- 
land land  oflftce;  and  also  in  May,  1891,  when  the  first  hearing  of  this 

m 

case  was  had  there. 

During  the  years  1888, 1889,  and  1890,  Dr.  Cullom  frequently  visited 
his  neighbors,  and  they  visited  him,  exchanging  hospitalities.  He  was 
known  and  recognized  by  them  all,  as  a  bona  fide  settler  and  actual 
resident,  sharing  and  promoting  their  common  interests.  In  January 
1889,  they  sent  him  and  Mr.  Rohrer  (an  educated  lawyer  who  had  set- 
tled in  the  neighborhood),  to  Washington,  D.  C,  to  get  information,  and 
to  promote  the  restoration  of  the  lands  to  the  public  domain,  and  to 
secure  protection  of  the  settlers. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  flVst  decision  of  the  local  officers  and 
that  of  your  office  confirming  the  same,  were  clearly  right.  Cullom 
was  granted  by  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  a 
preference  right  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land  in  contest.  And 
nothing  has  been  developed  in  the  subsequent  proceedings  to  forfeit  or 
impair  that  right. 

The  rehearing  ordered  by  this  Department  on  November  29,  1892, 
was  strictly  limited  by  the  departmental  decision  of  March  2, 1893,  to 
the  determination  of  the  only  issue  in  the  case,  towit:  Whether  Cullom 
was  or  was  not  on  September  29, 1890,  an  actual  settler  in  good  faith. 
Secretary  Noble  said :  "  It  simply  institutes  inquiry  as  to  whether  he 
was  a  settler;  and  if  he  was,  his  right  will  not  be  defeated."  All  testi- 
mony taken  upon  the  rehearing  not  relevant  to  this  simple,  single  issue, 
must  be  disregarded. 

The  report  of  Special  Agent,  Henry  Brace,  was  not  justified  by  the 
affidavits  filed  with  it,  and  it  is  not  legal  evidence  in  this  case.  He 
was  examined  as  a  witness  at  the  rehearing.  It  appeared  that  he  had 
procured  for  his  son  employment  as  a  clerk  with  the  corrupt  register 
and  receiver  aforesaid,  and  that  he  was  himself  on  intimate  terms  with 
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tbem.  His  croBs-examiuation,  aud  tbc  contradictiDg  testimony  of  other 
witnesses,  discredited  bis  testimony  and  bis  report. 

Tbe  findings  of  Eoj^^ster  Besse  and  Beceiver  Heydlauff,  were  palpa- 
bly contrary  to  tbe  evidence  in  tbe  record  before  tbem.  Register  feuntz 
and  Receiver  Dennis,  were  clearly  right  in  setting  aside  their  decision 
and  awarding  a  rehearing.  They  called  the  attention  of  Special  Agent 
F.  W.  Worden  to  Cullom's  application  for  a  rehearing,  and  told  bim 
tbat  they  were  considering  tbe  propriety  of  granting  it.  And  by  letter 
of  Angust  31,  1893,  Worden  notified  your  office  thereof,  and  proteste<i 
against  it. 

The  order  granting  tbe  rehearing  was  made  on  October  11,  1893. 
On  December  18, 1893,  tbe  day  set  for  tbe  rehearing,  Williams  aud 
Helmer,  both  appeared  by  their  attorneys,  and  filed  motions  to  "  dis- 
miss the  rehearing" ;  and  protested  against  the  introduction  of  any 
evidence,  and  against  tbe  rehearing.  Said  motions  and  protests  being 
over- ruled,  the  attorneys  left,  and  Cullom  proceeded  with  his  witnesses. 

Williams  and  Helmer  had  due  notice  of  said  rehearing;  and  they 
have  not  complained  that  Special  Agent  Worden  was  not  notified  of 
the  time  and  place  set  therefor.  This  omission  may  be  waived  by  the 
government  which  was  represented  at  the  hearing  by  tbe  local  officers. 

It  appears  tbat  on  the  second  day  of  December  1891,  Cullom  was  in 
Washington  City,  looking  after  his  case  which  was  x)ending  in  your 
office  on  appeal.  On  that  day,  in  order  to  speed  tbe  cause,  he  filed  an 
affidavit  in  which  he  stated  that : 

In  September  1891  while  the  forest  Ares  were  raging  in  northern  WisoonBiD, 
Helmer  set  fires  running  on  my  claim,  burning  down,  deadening,  or  damaging  all 
of  my  ya]nabl(5  timber.  Such  damaged  timber  threatens  to  be  a  total  loss  unless 
properly  cared  for. 

The  testimony  shows  tbat  Cullom  had  reason  to  believe  and  did 
believe,  that  all  the  statements  contained  in  said  affidavit  were  true; 
and  said  statements  have  not  been  successfully  contnidicted.  Bat 
whether  true,  or  untrue  or  exaggerated,  they  are  wholly  irrelevant  to 
the  issue  in  this  ca^e. 

Your  office  erred  (1)  in  holding  that  "it  was  entirely  competent  at 
the  hearing  ordered  by  the  departmental  decision  of  November  29, 
1892,  to  inquire  into  tbe  matter  of  bis  residence  on  the  land  since  the 
initiation  of  this  contest;"  (2)  in  finding  tbat  Cullom  *^was  not  an 
actual  resident  on  the  land  since  July,  1891 " ;  and  (3)  in  deciding  that 
"CuUom's  prior  right  at  the  date  of  the  initiation  of  his  contest,  was 
forfeited  by  his  absence  from  tbe  laud." 

Tbe  testimony  by  a  clear  and  palpable  preponderance  proves,  that 
in  July,  1891,  after  service  of  the  appeals  from  the  decision  in  his 
favor,  Cullom  employed  a  neighbor  whom  he  furnished  with  provisions, 
to  stay  on  his  homestead,  take  care  of  his  property,  keep  up  his  culti- 
vation, harvest  his  crops,  and  receive  tbe  friends  who  might  come  to 
see  him.    Cullom  then  went  to  Dulutb,  to  his  brother's  dental  offices. 
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sought  and  obtained  professional  employment^  and  made  and  saved 
money  enough  to  pay  his  expenses  to  Washington,  D.  C,  to  attend  to 
his  case  before  the  General  Land  Office.  During  that  visit  to  Diiluth 
he  frequently  returned  to  his  homestead  and  spent  short  periods  of 
time.  He  went  to  Washington  and  stayed  three  months  and  procured 
Trom  the  Commissioner  an  order  making  his  case  "  Special.'^  In  Decem- 
ber, 1891,  he  returned  to  his  homestead.  On  January  16,  1892,  the 
Commissioner  affirmed  the  decision  in  his  favor,  and  his  adversaries 
appealed  to  the  Secretary.  Oulloni  again  visited  Dulutb,  sought  and 
obtained  professional  employment,  and  made  and  saved  money  where 
with  to  support  himself,  keep  up  cultivation  and  improvements  on  his 
laud,  and  defend  his  rights;  still  employing  a  man  to  remain  upon  and 
take  care  of  his  homestead,  and  frequently  returning  to  his  home,  and 
keeping  up  his  intercourse  vith  the  neighbors.  So  well  known  was  he 
as  an  actual  settler  and  resident  in  good  faith,  that  in  the  year  1892  a 
caucus  of  his  friends  and  neighbors  held  in  the  town  of  Iron  City, 
iuvited  him  to  become  their  candidate  for  the  legislature  of  Wisconsin. 
And  Henry  Brace,  (who  immediately  after  making  his  report  aforesaid 
resigned  his  office  as  special  agent,  and  went  into  business  as  a  cruiser^ 
inspecting  and  estimating  the  value  of  timber  lands  and  locating  set- 
tlers), offered  to  vote  for  him  if  he  would  consent  to  be  a  candidate. 

It  is  proved,  that  after  July,  1891,  and  until  the  day  of  the  rehearing 
in  May,  1893,  and  since,  Cullom  did  and  has  done  everything  that  a 
man  in  his  condition  and  circumstances  could  be  expected  or  required 
to  do,  to  defend  and  maintain  his  actual  residence  upon  his  homestead; 
and  that  all  his  absences  from  the  land  are  satisfactorily  accounted  for. 

In  the  case  of  Williams,  his  soldier's  declaratory  statement  should 
have  been  rejected,  and  should  now  be  canceled,  because  it  was  sent 
by  mail.  The  tract  was  selected  by  an  agent,  but  the  application  was 
not  accompanied  by  the  power  of  attorney  alleged  to  have  been  exe- 
cuted by  Williams.  See  letter  of  April  14, 1874,  (1  Oopp's  Land  owner 
20),  Circular  of  April  13,  1892,  (20  L.  D.,  7-10),  and  ex  parte  Phillip 
Casey  (21  L.  D.,  551).  In  the  case  of  Wickstroui  r/ Calkins,  (20  L.  D., 
459)  the  decision  was  erroneous,  and  it  is  hereby  overruled. 

In  the  case  of  Helmer  it  is  proved  that  he  had  full  notice  of  Oullom's 
settlement,  improvements  and  residence,  and  of  the  boundaries  of  his 
claim,  several  days  before  he  made  entry  of  part  thereof  on  February 
24,1891. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  your  office  decision  is  hereby  reversed 
Williams's  declaratory  statement  will  be  canceled  as  to  the  W.  J  of  the 
NE.  J,  Helmer's  entry  will  be  canceled  as  to  the  E.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  of 
section  13  aforesaid,  and  Cullom  will  be  allowed  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  both  of  said  tracts. 
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REUIXQnsnMEXT-REIXSTATEMEirr— INTER^'EXrNG  CLAIM. 

Davison  r.  Alton  et  al. 

An  entryman  who  executes  a  relinquishment  and  delivers  the  same  to  a  creditor  to 
secnre  the  payment  of  a  debt,  is  not  entitled  to  reinstatement,  xrhere  it  appears 
that  said  relinquishment  was  filed  on  account  of  the  non-payment  of  the  debt, 
and  the  rights  of  third  parties  have  intervened. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

March  27,  1896.  (G.  C.  R.) 

Kaniiie  J.  Osborne  lias  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  Decem- 
ber 10,  1894,  which  affirms  the  action  of  the  register  recommending 
that  her  application  for  a  reinstatement  of  her  timber-culture  entry,  for 
the  S.  i  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  i,  Sec.  23,  T.  30  N.,  R  22 
W.,  Valentine,  Nebraska,  be  denied,  and  the  ai)plication  of  William  M. 
Davison  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  same  land  be  allowed. 

Mrs.  Osborne  made  entry  of  said  land  August  0, 1881 ;  on  July  11, 
or  12, 1889,  she  executed  and  delivered  to  diaries  G.  Alton,  cashier  of 
the  First  National  Bank  of  Ainsworth,  Nebraska,  a  relinquishment  of 
her  said  entry.  On  March  1,  1890,  about  eight  months  after  the  relin- 
quishment was  executed,  Alton  filed  the  same  in  the  local  office,  and 
thereupon  made  timber-culture  entry,  No.  8234,  for  the  land. 

On  December  1, 1892,  William  M.  Davison  initiated  a  contest  against 
Alton's  entry,  alleging  "failure  to  break  or  cause  to  be  broken  or 
plowed  five  acres  of  said  tract  during  the  second  year  of  entry,*^  and 
that  "no  trees  are  now  growing  upon  said  tract,  and  that  he  has  not 
cured  his  laches." 

Hearing  was  ordered  for  February  25,  1893.  Upon  the  day  so  fixed, 
Davison  appeared  and  presented  Alton's  relinquishment,  and  made 
application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land. 

Mrs.  Osborne  also  appeared,  and  applied  for  a  reinstatement  of  her 
entry  alleging,  among  other  things,  that  her  relinquishment  was  ob- 
tained by  fraud,  "and  was  never  delivered  by  her  to  any  one,  but  was 
abstracted  and  stolen  from  her  and  filed  in  this  office  without  her 
knowledge  or  consent.    She  further  alleged : 

That  sometime  prior  to  March  1,  1890,  she  became  indebted  to  the  First  NatioDal 
Bank  .  .  .  that  this  afiQant  at  that  time  had  no  means  with  which  to  pay  said 
indebtedness  to  said  bank ;  that  said  bank  officers  were  persistent  in  requiring  imme- 
diate payment  of  said  indebtedness  or  that  security  be  immediately  given  there- 
for; that  this  affiant  had  no  security  to  give,  and  that  said  bank  officers  require<l 
affiant,  as  a  show  of  good  faith  on  affiant^s  part  that  the  said  indebtedness  would  be 
paid  by  her,  to  furnish  the  said  bank  a  relinquishment  of  her  said  timber  culture 
entry,  at  the  same  time  pledging  themselves  each  individually*  and  as  officers  of  said 
bank  that  they  would  in  no  way  take  advantage  of  said  relinquishment,  or  nse  the 
same  to  their  own  advantage,  but  would  return  the  same  to  affiant  intact  .  .  . 
that  this  affiant  was  not  at  that  time  indebted  to  the  said  Charles  G.  Alton,  and 
received  no  consideration  whatever  from  said  Charles  G.  Alton  for  said  relinqnish- 
ment;  that  she  placed  said  relinquishment  in  the  First  National  Bank  of  Ainsworth 
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for  safe  keeping  .  .  .  and  afterwards  wholly  discharged  her  indebtedness  to 
said  bank,  and  that  the  said  Charles  G.  Alton  extracted  said  relinquishment  from 
said  bank  withont  leave  or  license  or  authority  from  this  affiant,  and  thereafter  filed 
the  same  in  the  land  office,  and  made  entry  of  the  land,  etc. 

She  asked  for  a  bearing,  etc.,  and  that  Davison's  application  be 
rejected. 

Hearing  was  ordered  by  your  office  letter  "H"  of  April  22, 1893. 
Upon  this  hearing  the  register  and  receiver  by  decision  of  March  23, 
1894,  held  that  Mrs.  Osborne  was  in  laches  as  against  Davison,  and 
recommended  that  the  proceedings  had  npon  her  motion  be  dismissed 
and  Davison's  entry  allowed. 

Your  office,  by  decision  dated  December  10, 1894,  affirmed  that  action. 
A  further  appeal  brings  the  case  here. 

It  appears  that  in  the  year  1887  the  Farmers  and  Merchants  Bank 
of  Amsworth,  Nebraska,  of  which  F.  B.  Tiffany  was  president  and 
Charles  G.  Alton  cashier,  purchased  of  one  Albright  a  promissory  note 
of  about  $3,000,  signed  by  Nannie  J.  Osborne,  Nannie  M.  Osborne,  and 
Ed.  T.  Cook.  This  note  was  renewed  from  time  to  time.  Mrs.  Osborne 
at  that  time  owned  some  property  in  the  town  of  Ainsworth,  consisting 
of  aome  town  lots  and  an  opera  house;  about  July,  1889,  she  desired 
to  convert  the  opera  house  into  a  hotel  in  order  to  make  the  property 
more  salable,  and  she  applied  to  the  bank  to  get  the  money.  Her 
indebtedness  to  the  bank  at  the  time  was  about  $4,000.  At  this  time 
the  American  Investment  Company  at  Kmmetsburg,  Iowa,  had  a  mort- 
gage on  some  of  Mrs.  Osborne's  property,  and  Judge  Tiffany,  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Ainsworth  bank,  by  giving  his  bank's  guarantee,  induced 
the  Investment  Company  to  furnish  $4,500  for  the  purpose  of  making 
the  desired  improvements.  The  back  taxes  and  interest  on  the  prop- 
erty then  amounted  to  about  $1,000,  and  were  paid  out  of  the  new  loan. 
To  induce  the  Ainsworth  bank  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  $4,500, 
and  as  further  security  for  the  sum  of  about  $4,000  which  Mrs.  Osborne 
owed  to  said  bank,  Mrs.  Osborne  made  a  second  conveyance,  in  the 
nature  of  a  mortgage,  of  her  hotel  prox)erty,  including  other  lands  and 
lots,  to  the  Ainsworth  Bank;  at  the  same  time  (about  July  12, 1889,) 
she  executed  the  relinquishment  of  her  timber  culture  entry,  and  as  a 
farther  security  she  delivered  this  relinquishment  to  the  bank.  *  It 
appears  to  have  been  the  purpose  of  all  parties  to  secure  a  sale  of  the 
hotel  property,  in  order  to  pay  the  Investment  Company  the  $4,500, 
and  have  something  left  to  apply  on  Mrs.  Osborne's  debt  of  $4,000  to 
the  Ainsworth  Bank.  At  the  time  the  loan  from  the  Investment  Com- 
pany was  secured  for  Mrs.  Osborne,  and  at  the  time  she  placed  the 
mortgage  on  her  hotel  and  other  property,  she  represented  that  there 
were  no  other  liens  or  incumbrances  on  the  land.  The  officers  of  the 
bank  found  a  purchaser  for  the  hotel  property  who  was  willing  to  pay 
$5,000  for  it;  and  being  anxious  to  save  themselves,  went  to  Mrs. 
Osborne  and  tried  to  get  her  to  accept  the  offer;  she  refused,  giving  as 


400  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

one  of  the  reasons  that  there  was  a  judgment  in  the  United  States  dis- 
trict court  against  her,  which  was  a  lien  upon  the  property  prior  iu 
time  to  that  made  by  her  mortgage  to  the  Ainsworth  Bank.  Judge 
Tififany,  the  president  of  the  bank,  thereupon  investigated  the  question, 
and  found  that  Mrs.  Osborne  had  in  fact  confessed  judgment  for  about 
$12,000  in  favor  of  one  McGall,  some  time  before  she  executed  the 
mortgage  to  the  bank.  When  this  was  discovered,  Mr.  Alton,  the 
cashier,  immediately  filed  the  relinquishment  and  entered  the  land. 

The  proof  shows  that  this  relinquishment  was  voluntarily  given  by 
Mrs.  Osborne,  and  that  it  was  given  to  further  secure  the  bank.  The 
proof  further  shows  that  Mrs.  Osborne  uever  paid  the  indebtedness 
due  the  bank,  nor  did  she  pay  the  prior  indebtedness  secured  by  mort- 
gages on  her  real  estate  and  town  property,  and  in  May,  1890,  suit  was 
commenced  to  foreclose  (certain  mortgages,  and  the  Ainsworth  bank, 
through  its  oiticers,  as  junior  mortgagees,  were  made  parly  defendaut. 

Mrs.  Osborne  made  a  sworn  answer  to  the  cross  petition  of  the 
Ainsworth  bank,  in  which  she  says:  ''The  defendants  allege  that  there 
has  been  paid  upon  said  indebtedness  the  sum  of  $4,000  in  the  follow- 
ing manner,  viz."  Here  she  sets  forth  the  fact  of  her  having  made 
entry  of  the  land,  that  she  '^  assigned  her  interest  in  and  to  said  above 
described  real  estate  to  C.  G.  Alton  .  .  .  iu  trust  to  be  held  by 
him  as  security  for  the  payment  of  said  indebtedness."  True,  she 
alleges  that  the  relinquishment  was  in  violation  of  the  agreement  tiled 
in  the  land  office,  but  she  also,  as  above  seen,  claimed  credit  for  it  in 
her  cross-petition,  in  the  sum  of  $4,000. 

It  appears  that  while  Alton's  entry  was  intact  upon  the  records, 
Davison  rented  the  land,  or  a  part  of  it,  for  the  purpose  of  a  slaughter 
pen,  he  being  a  butcher.  Davison  swears  he  first  went  to  Mrs.  Osborne 
for  the  purpose  of  renting  it,  and  was  told  by  her  that  she  did  not  then 
own  the  land,  but  that  it  belonged  to  Alton ;  this  Mrs.  Osborne  denies, 
but  it  is  a  fact  that  Davison  did  rent  the  land  from  Alton,  paid  rent 
therefor,  and  there  is  no  testimony  showing  that  Mrs.  Osborne  made 
any  objection  thereto,  or  sought  to  assert  her  supposed  rights  by 
demanding  rental,  but  apparently  acquiesced  in  the  arrangement. 

Again,  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  showing  that  Mrs.  Osborne 
improved  the  land  from  and  after  her  relinquishment,  July,  1889;  she 
allowed  three  years  and  seven  months  to  elapse  before  she  made  any 
eflfort  to  assert  her  claim  to  the  land.  If  she  in  fact  never  intended  to 
relinquish  the  claiu),  she  was  in  laches  in  prosecuting  her  rights  or 
complying  with  the  law. 

It  must  be  confessed  that  she  was  unfortunate,  if  not  reckless,  in 
her  statements;  in  order  to  make  a  favorable  showing  in  her  motion  to 
intervene,  she  swore  (1)  that  her  relinquishment  was  obtained  by  fraud 
and  *•  was  never  delivered  by  her  to  anyone.''  Her  subsequent  admis- 
sions show  this  was  not  true.  (2)  That  the  relinquishment  was  placed 
in  the  bank  for  safe  keeping,  and  that  she  afterwards  "  wholly  dis- 
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charged  her  indebtedness  to  said  bank."    This  was  likewise  untrue,  for 
it  appears  that  the  bank  was  never  paid. 

There  is  no  testimony  tending  to  show  any  collusion  between  Davison, 
the  present  homestead  applicant,  and  Alton,  whose  timber-culture 
entry  was  contested  by  Davison.  On  the  day  fixed  for  the  hearing  on 
that  contest,  Davison  presented  Alton's  relinquishment.  This  relin- 
quishment wa^  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  of  the  Ainsworth  bank,  and 
was  sold  by  the  latter  to  Davison,  who  appears  not  to  have  known  of 
its  existence  until  the  day  before  the  hearing. 

From  the  above  facts,  it  is  clear: 

1.  That  Mrs.  Osborne  voluntarily  relinquished  her  entry,  and  that 
the  same  was  placed  In  the  bank  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  debt. 

2.  That  this  relinquishment  was  not  to  be  used,  if  she  fulfilled  her 
contract  and  acteil  in  good  faith  with  the  bank. 

3.  That  she  deceived  the  bank  in  representing  that  there  were  no 
incumbrances  or  liens  upon  her  real  estate  except  those  that  appeared 
in  the  mortgage  records,  when  she  knew  that  she  had  confessed  judg- 
ment for  a  large  sum  in  the  United  States  court,  which  would  render 
ber  subsequent  incumbrances  of  little  or  no  value. 

These  facts  coming  to  the  knowledge  of  Alton,  who  held  her  relin- 
quishment as  security  for  her  indebtedness,  and  was  otherwise  liable 
as  a  bank  officer  for  a  large  sum  of  money  borrowed  for  her  and  guar- 
anteed by  the  bank,  justified  him  in  using  the  relinquishment,  and 
entering  the  land  as  a  partial  recoupment  for  his  losses,  tor  Mrs. 
Osborne's  failure  was  then  fully  appareut,  as  she  had  forfeited  all 
claims  for  a  return  of  her  security. 

Relinquishments  of  entries,  while  not  encouraged  by  the  govern- 
ment, are  often  recognized,  and  money  paid  out  for  a  relinquishment, 
in  order  to  clear  the  records  for  an  intending  entryman,  is  often  taken 
as  an  element  of  good  faith,  and  an  evidence  of  good  intention  to 
comply  with  the  law. 

The  relinquishment  in  this  case  was  given  as  an  earnest  of  good 
faith  on  the  part  of  a  creditor  that  a  debt  would  be  paid ;  if  the  debt 
were  paid  in  good  faith,  it  was  not  to  be  used;  if  not  paid,  or  if  the 
creditor  failed  to  comply  in  good  faith  with  her  agreements  and  cov- 
enants, it  was  to  be  used.  The  debtor  failed  in  every  respect,  the 
telinquishment  was  filed,  and  her  entry  can(*eled,  and  she  afterwards 
in  a  suit  in  chancery  prayed  credit  for  the  full  value  of  the  land. 

She  is  completely  estopped  from  asking  a  reinstatement  of  her  entry. 
The  rights  of  a  third  party  intervened  after  more  than  three  years  had 
elapsed  between  her  relinquishment  and  application  for  reinstatement. 

For  reasons  above  given,  the  decision  appealed  from  must  be,  and  it 
is  hereby,  affirmed. 

10332— VOL  22 ^26 


•402  DfiClblOlirS  KELATING  TO  TH£  PUBLIC  LANDS. 


Betts  t.  Shumakkb. 

notion  for  review  of  departanental  decision  of  December  4, 1895,  21 
li.  D.,  461,  deuied  by  Acting  Secretary  Reynolds,  March  27, 1896. 


SCHOOL.  IXDEMNITY  SELECTION— MIXERAX  RETURN. 

State  of  California. 

An  application  to  select  as  scliool  iademnity  land  returned  aa  mineral  cannot  be 
filed  and  allowed  until  after  due  notice  of  intention  to  make  such  applicatioD, 
and  the  submission  of  affirmative  proof  as  to  the  non-mineral  character  of  the 
land. 

The  **  affirmative  proofs  thus  required  should  be  ample,  and  may  consist  of  the  affi- 
davit of  the  applicant  supported  by  the  affidavits  of  two  or  more  persons  whose 
acquaintance  with  the  character  of  land  is  derived  Ironi  a  careAil  personal 
examination  of  each  ten  acre  tract  thereof. 

Acting  Se^etary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

March  27^  1896.  (E.  B.  Jr.) 

The  laud  involved,  as  shown  by  the  record,  is  JS" W.  J  Sec.  34,  SW.  J 
SW.  i  Sec.  27,  SE.  i  SB.  i  Sec.  28,  N.  i  NE.  i  SW.  J  N W.  J,  K W.  J  SW.  \ 
Sec.  33,  NE.  J  SE.  J  Sec.  32,  W.  i  SW.  i  Sec.  26,  SE.  J  SE.  i  Sec.  27,  and 
N.  i  KE.  i  Sec.  34,  all  in  T.  7  N.  E.  13  E.  M.  D.  M.  Sacramento,  Cali- 
fornia land  district,  and  all  returned  by  the  U.  S.  surveyor  general  as 
mineral  land. 

On  November  9, 1894,  the  State  of  California  by  its  surveyor  general 
presented  applications  Nos.  2408, 2409  and  2410,  for  the  above  described 
tracts  as  indemnity  school  selections,  which  applications  were  rejected 
by  the  local  office  on  the  ground  that  the  land  was  not  subject  to  such 
selection  ^<  until  the  mineral  return  thereof  is  disproved  at  a  hearing 
held  for  that  puri)ose.''  Upon  appeal  your  office,  March  6, 1895,  sus- 
tained the  local  office  in  its  rejection  of  said  applications,  deciding  that 

The  case  is  clearly  within  the  rule  contained  in  the  last  part  of  the  first  subdivi- 
sion of  paragraph  110  of  the  mining  circular  as  amended  July  2  (9),  1894, 19  L.  D.  21, 
and  that  iia<l  the  said  rule  been  followed,  and  had  there  been  filed  ^'no  allegatioui)" 
that  the  land  is  mineral  in  character,  the  selections  if  otherwise  regular  might  have 
been  approved  without  a  hearing. 

The  State  appeals  from  the  decision  of  your  office  assigning  error  as 
follows: 

I.  It  was  error  to  refuse  to  accept  the  said  indemnity  selections  and  thereupon 
order  a  hearing  to  determine  whether  as  a  matter  of  fact  said  laud  was  of  the  char- 
acter returned  by  the  U.  S.  surveyor  general,  or  whether  it  was  agricultural  in 
character. 

II.  It  was  error  to  hold  that  land  returned  as  mineral  by  the  17.  S.  surveyor  gen- 
-eral  is  not  subject  to  indemnity  selection  subject  to  adjudication  as  to  its  character. 

III.  It  was  error  to  summarily  reject  the  indemnity  selections. 
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In  Mining  Co.  v.  Consolidated  0;>.  (102  U.  S.  1G7)  the  supreme  court, 
construing  the  act  of  March  3, 1853,  (10  Stat.,  244)  granting  the  six- 
teenth and  thirty  sixth  section  of  public  lauds  in  California  to  that 
state  for  school  purposes,  with  right  of  indemuitj  s<dectiou,  held  that 
only  agricultural  lands  could  be  taken  by  the  state  thereunder,  mineral 
lands  being  expressly  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  gr^nt.  See 
also  in  the  connection  Mullen  v.  United  States  (118  U.  S.  271).  The 
present  case,  therafore,  under  the  instructions  of  July  9, 1894,  (19  L.  D. 
21  and  23),  the  land  having  been  returned  as  mineral,  falls  clearly,  as 
stated  in  the  decision  of  your  office,  within  the  rule  therein  indicated, 
which  is  as  follows: 

In  ease  of  application  to  enter,  locate,  or  select  eiich  lands  as  agrioulturali  under 
laws  in  which  the  submission  of  final  proof  after  due  publication  and  posting  is  not 
required,  notice  thereof  must  first  be  given  by  publication  for  thirty  days  and  post- 
ing in  the  local  oflice  during  the  same  period,  and  affirmative  proof  as  to  the  charac- 
ter of  the  land  submitted.  In  the  absence  of  allegations  that  the  land  is  mineral, 
and  upon  compliance  with  this  requirement,  the  entry,  location,  or  selection  will  be 
allowed,  if  otherwise  regular.  (Mining  Regulations,  approved  December  10,  1891, 
page  36). 

This  rule  it  will  be  observed  has  reference  to  proceedings  before  the 
local  office,  and  concerns  land  the  character  of  which  has  been  fixed  as 
mineral  by  the  return  of  the  surveyor  general.  While  this  character 
attaches  to  the  land  it  is  not  subject  to  selection  as  school  land  nor 
under  any  other  than  the  mining  laws.  No  application  to  select  it  as 
school  land  can  be  received  until  its  character  is  changed  to  agricul- 
tural in  the  manner  provided  by  the  said  rule.  The  notice  required  is 
therefore  a  notice  of  ietentiott  U>  apply  for  the  land.  When  this  has  been 
given  in  the  manuer  pointed  out  and  for  the  time  specified  and  the 
affirmative  proof  submitted,  then  and  not  until  then,  and  in  the  absence 
of  allegations  that  the  land  is  mineral,  the  application  may  be  filed, 
and,  if  otherwise  regular,  allowed.  The  "  affirmative  proof  under  the 
rule  should  be  ample  and  may  consist  of  the  affidavit  of  the  applicant 
supported  by  the  affidavits  of  two  or  more  persons  whose  acquaintance 
with  the  character  of  the  land  is  derived  from  a  careful  personal  exam- 
ination of  each  ten  acre  tract  thereof.  The  decision  of  your  office  is 
affirmed  in  accordance  with  the  interpretation  herein  given  to  the  rule 
npon  which  it  is  based. 


HOMBSTEAD  ENTRY-HEIRS— ADMIXISTRATOR—FINAIi  PROOF. 

Tracy  r.  ScHOENAtr. 

In  the  completion  of  a  homestead  entry  Trhere  the  entry  man  and  his  widow  are 
dead,  with  adult  and  minor  children  surviving,  the  mode  of  procedure  is  deter- 
mined by  section  2291,  R.  S.,  and  the  adult,  ns  well  as  the  minor  children,  will 
take  thereunder. 
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Where  final  homestead  proof  is  sabmitted  by  one  iirho  is  tbe  administraior  of  the 
estate  of  a  deceased  homesteader,  and  also  heir  of  the  decedent,  snch  proof 
should  be  regarded  as  having  been  made  by  said  party  in  his  capacity  as  heir, 
and  therefore  authorized  by  law. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commisswner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  1.  H.)  March  26, 1896.  (E.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  tbe  SE,  J  of  Sec.  20,  T.  34  X.,  E.  26  W.,  St.  Cloud 
land  district,  Minnesota. 

The  record  shows  that  Henry  Scboenau  made  homestead  entry  Jaly 
16, 1S85,  for  tbe  above  described  tract,  and  that  be  died  in  tbe  year 
1887,  leaving  several  cbildren,  two  of  whom  were  minors.  His  wife 
died  a  sbort  time  prior  to  bis  death. 

In  tbe  month  of  April,  1893,  Harmon  G.  Tracy  filed  bis  affidavit  of 
contest  alleging 

that  the  .said  Henry  Scboenau  has  wholly  abandoned  said  tract;  that  he  has 
changed  his  residence  therefrom  for  more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry; 
that  said  tract  is  not  nettled  upon  and  cultivated  by  said  party  as  required  by  law; 
that  Hubert  Scboenau,  of  Minneapolis,  is  the  duly  appointed  administrator  of  tbe 
estate  of  the  said  deceasecl,  etc. 

Notice  was  issued  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  have  personal  service 
upon  Hubert  Scboenau,  a  son  of  tbe  deceased  entryman,  and  tbe  execu- 
tor of  tbe  will  of  Henry  Scboenau.  Subsequently,  it  was  ascertained 
that  there  was  not  sufficient  time  in  which  to  make  service,  and  the 
notice  was  returned  in  order  that  a  new  date  might  be  fixed. 

Prior  to  this  being  done,  Hubert  Scboenau  on  June  15,  1893,  gave 
notice  that  he  would  offer  final  proof  on  August  8,  following.  The 
notice  recites  as  **  executor  of  tbe  last  will  and  testament  of  Henry 
Scboenau,"  but  this  recitation  is  not  in  tbe  handwriting  of  Hubert 
Scboenau,  but  apparently  in  that  of  the  register  of  tbe  land  office. 

At  tbe  time  set,  Tracy  appeared  with  his  witnesses  and  protested 
against  tbe  acceptance  of  tbe  proof,  and  on  November  18,  1893,  the 
local  officers  rendered  their  decision  wherein  they  recommended  that 
tbe  protest  be  sustained,  tbe  final  proof  rejected  and  tbe  entry  canceled. 
From  this  decision  Hubert  Scboenau  appealed,  and  on  November  27, 
1894,  your  office  decision  rejected  tbe  proof  for  tbe  reason  that  it  was 
submitted  by  Scboenau  as  administrator,  and  was,  therefore  invalid, 
and  tbe  local  officers  were  directed  to  notify  Tracy  that  be  would  be 
allowed  sixty  days  in  which  to  serve  notice  of  contest  on  tbe  heirs  of 
Henry  Scboenau,  deceased,  and  proceed  anew  with  tbe  contest,  and 
that  if  be  should  fail  within  that  time  to  take  such  a<;tion  tbev  were 
further  directed  to  notify  tbe  heirs  of  Henry  Scboenau  that  they  would 
be  given  thirty  days  in  which  to  show  cause  why  the  entry  should  not 
be  canceled  for  expiration  of  tbe  statutory  period. 

Appeal  by  Hubert  Scboenau  brings  tbe  case  to  the  Department. 
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Section  2291  of  the  Kevised  Statutes,  which  follows  those  sections 
providing  for  homestead  entries^  provides : 

No  cartificate,  liowever^  shall  be  giveu,  or  patent  issued  therefor,  until  the  expira- 
tion of  five  years  from  the  date  of  such  entry ;  and  if  at  the  expiration  of  such  time, 
or  at  any  time  within  two  years  thereafter,  the  person  making  such  entry,  or  if  he 
he  dc;ul,  his  widow,  or  in  case  of  her  death,  his  heirs  or  devisee;  or  in  case  of  a 
widow  making  such  entry,  her  heirs  or  devisee,  in  case  of  her  death,  proves  by  two 
credible  witnesses  that  he,  she,  or  thej'  have  resided  upon  or  cultivated  the  same 
for  the  term  of  five  years  immediately  succeeding*  the  time  of  filing  the  affidavit,  and 
makes  afiidavit  that  no  part  of  such  land  has  been  alienated  except  as  provided  in 
sertion  twenty-two  hundred  and  eighty-eight,  Und  that  he,  she,  or  they  will  bear 
tnie  allegiance  to  the  government  of  the  United  States;  then  in  such  case  he,  she,  or 
they,  if  at  that  time  citizens  of  the  United  States  shall  be  entitled  to  a  patent  as  iu 
other  cases  provided  by  law. 

The  next  section  (2292)  is  as  follows: 

In  case  of  the  death  of  both  father  and  mother,  leaving  an  infant  child,  or  children 
under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  the  right  and  fee  shall  inure  to  the  benefit  of  such 
infant  child  or  children;  and  the  executor,  administrator,  or  guardian,  may,  at  any 
time  within  two  3'eaTs  after  the  death  of  the  surviving  parent,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  such  children,  for  the  time  being,  have  their 
domicile,  sell  the  land  for  the  benefit  of  such  infants,  but  for  no  other  purpose ;  and 
the  purchaser  shall  acquire  the  absolute  title  by  the  purchase,  and  be  entitled  to  a 
patent  from  the  United  States  on  the  payment  of  the  office  fees  and  sum  of  money 
above  specified. 

The  two  sections  have  been  thus  folly  bet  out,  as  upon  a  construction 
of  them  depends  the  right  of  the  parties.  It  will  be  noticed  that  sec- 
tion 2291,  provides,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  entryman,  that  his 
widow,  or  in  case  of  her  death,  the  heirs  or  devisee,  might  make  proof. 

Section  2292  refers  to  a  case  where  both  parents  are  dead  and  leave 
minor  children. 

The  case  at  bar  is  one  where  both  parents  are  dead,  leaving  both 
adult  and  minor  heirs. 

It  is  one  of  the  contentions  of  the  appellant  that  under  the  last 
section  quoted,  the  land  involved  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  minor 
children.  If  there  were  no  construction  of  the  sections  by  recognized 
authority,  the  question  would  be  difficult  of  answer,  but  it  is  met  fully 
in  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  ca^e  of  Bernier  v,  Bernier 
(147  U.  9.,  242),  where  it  was  held,  inter  alia, 

Section  2292  of  the  Revised  Statutes  was  only  intended  to  give  to  infant  children 
the  benefit  of  the  homestead  entry,  and  to  relieve  them,  because  of  their  infancy, 
from  the  necessity  of  proving  the  conditions  required  when  there  are  only  adults,  or 
adalts  and  minors  mentioned  in  2291,  and  to  allow  a  sale  of  the  land  within  a  pre- 
^ribed  period  for  their  benefit. 

Mr.  Justice  Field  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  says,  page 
246: 

Section  2291  provides  that  the  certificate  and  patent  in  case  of  the  death  of  father 
aofl  mother,  shall,  upon  the  proofs  required  being:  made,  be  issued  to  the  heirs  of  the 
deceased  party  making  the  entry,  a  provision  which  embraces  children  that  are 
oiiuors,  aH  well  as  adults. 


406  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

Section  2292,  in  providing  only  for  minor  heirs,  must  be  conatmed,  not  as  repeal- 
ing the  provisions  of  section  2291,  bnt  as  in  harmony  with  them  and  as  only  intended 
to  give  the  fee  of  the  land  to  the  minor  children  exclnsively,  when  there  are  no  other 
heirs. 

Aiid  again,  ^^If  there  are  adults  as  well  as  minor  heirs"  which  is  the 
case  in  the  caase  at  bar, 

the  conditions  nnder  which  such  claim  will  be  perfected  and  patent  issued  are  dif- 
ferent from  the  conditions  required  where  there  are  only  minor  heirs  and  both  par- 
ents are  deceased.  In  the  one  the  proof  is  to  extend  to  that  of  residence  npou  the 
property,  or  its  cultivation  for  the  term  of  five  years,  and  show  that  no  part  of  the 
land  has  been  alienated  except  in  the  instances  specified,  and  the  applicant's  citizen- 
ship and  loyalty  to  the  government  of  the  United  States;  but  in  the  other  case, 
where  there  are  no  adult  heirs  and  only  minor  heirs  and  both  parents  are  deceased, 
the  requirements  exacted  in  the  first  case  are  omitted  and  a  sale  of  the  land  within 
two  years  after  the  death  of  the  surviving  parent  is  anthorized  for  the  benefit  of  the 
iufautb. 

That  issue  has  therefore  been  determined  and  where  there  are  both 
adalt  and  minor  cliildreii  and  both  parents  are  deceased,  the  rights  of 
the  children  and  the  mode  of  procedure  is  determined  under  section 
2291,  and  not  under  2292  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  adult  as  well 
as  minor  children  will  take.    Bernier  r.  Bernier,  supra. 

As  has  been  set  out,  the  decision  appealed  from  held  that  the  proof 
submitted  was  nmde  by  Hubert  Schoenau,  as  administrator,  and  not 
heir-nt-law,  and  you  set  out  the  following  facts  as  showing  in  what 
capacity  the  proof  was  made. 

The  record  of  this  case  shows  that  the  notice  of  intention  to  make  final  proof  was 
given  by  Hubert  Schoeuan,  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Henry  Schoe- 
nau, deceased.  The  notice  for  publication  recites  that  Hnbert  Schoenau,  deceased, 
had  filed  his  notice  of  intention  to  make  final  proof.  In  his  procif  it  is  recited  that 
Hubert  Schoenau,  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Henry  Schoenaa, 
deceased,  being  called  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  testified  as  follows,  etc. 

Each  witness  is  recited  as  being  called  in  support  of  the  homestead  entry  of  Hnbert 
Schoenau,  executor  of  the  Inst  will  and  testament  of  Henry  Schoenau,  deceased. 
Hubert  Schoenau  tenders  his  letters  testamentary  with  his  final  proof.  The  ap)ie»l 
is  made  by  Hubert  Schoenau  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Henry  Schoenau, 
deceased.  A  motion  is  on  file  to  dismiss  such  appeal,  a  reply  to  which  is  also  on  file 
in  which  Schoenau's  attorney  states  the  case  as  Harmon  G.  Tracy,  protestant,  r. 
Hnbert  Schoenau,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Henry  Schoenau,  deceased. 

I  do  not  concar  in  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  former  judgment. 
The  facts  set  forth  by  your  office  decision  are  in  great  measure  destroyed 
as  authority,  by  the  statement  that  the  record  as  made  was  made  by 
the  local  officers,  and  not  by  Hubert  Schoenau,  except  in  the  instance 
of  the  style  of  the  appeal,  which  it  is  alleged  was  so  styled  iu  order  to 
harmonize  with  the  record  as  then  already  made.  This  is  a  case  where 
a  party  clothed  in  different  capacities  does  an  act  which  m  one  capa- 
city would  be  without  force  and  effect,  and  if  done  in  another  capacity 
would  have  a  legal  effect.  When  such  facts  exist,  the  courts  will 
apply  the  doctrine  of  ut  res  magis  raleat  quam  pereat.  The  courts  seek 
to  maintain  and  uphold  all  instruments  submitted  for  construction. 
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111  Kelly  r.  Calhoun  (95  U.  S.,  710),  the  court  said,  through  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Swayne,  page  713: 

It  shoald  b<3  the  aim  of  courts,  in  cases  like  tbis,  to  preserve  and  not  to  destroy* 
Sir  Matthew  Hale  said  they  should  be  astute  to  lind  means  to  make  such  acts  effec- 
taal.  a^-cording  to  the  honest  intent  of  the  parties.    Row  r.  Tramnor,  Willes,  682. 

lu  Warner  et  aL  v.  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company  (109 
U.  S.,  Sol) J  Mr.  Justice  Matthews,  speaking  for  the  court,  said,  pagd 
368: 

We  can  not  doubt  that  Cyrenius  Beers,  in  the  a^eement  of  February  24,  ISH, 
mt^nded  to  exert  whatever  power  had  been  conferred  upon  him  by  the  will  of  his 
^ife  to  continue  in  force  the  mortgage  to  the  appellee,  as  an  encumbrance  npou  her 
estate,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  upon  that  supposition  alone  that  it  can  have  its  due 
legal  effect,  ut  res  magts  valeat  quam  pereat,  and  by  force  of  the  rules  which  wo  have 
Men  ought  to  govern  in  such  cases,  we  hold  that  if  the  agreement,  as  made,  is  within 
the  scope  of  the  power,  it  uinst  be  regarded  as  a  valid  execution  of  it. 

Whait  was  the  intent  of  Hubert  Schoenau  in  making  this  proof  T 
Evidently,  to  comply  with  the  law  as  he  understood  it,  in  order  to 
protect  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  entrymau.  If  the  proof  submitted  by 
him  be  viewed  simply  from  the  standpoint  that  he  made  it  as  executor, 
then,  under  Carlson's  heirs  (16  L.  D.,  556),  it  was  a  futile  act,  but  if 
made  by  him  as  heir-at-law,  the  proof,  if  in  other  respect  showing  com- 
pliance with  the  homestead  law,  would  protect  the  rights  of  the  heirs». 
Even  If  it  were  shown  that  the  entries  made  in  the  record  were  so 
made  as  the  result  of  the  directions  of  the  appellant,  still  they  might 
be  beld  to  be  only  descriptive  or  immaterial  variations.  Under  the 
broad  rule  laid  down  by  the  supreme  court  in  the  cases  cited,  I  am  led 
to  believe  that  it  would  be  erroneous  to  lay  down  so  technical  a  con^ 
straction.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  seek  to  find  grounds  uponi 
which  to  sustain  such  actions  as  that  now  pending  in  the  case  at  bar^ 
aiHl  not  to  take  a  technical  view  of  them.  The  protestant  cannot  be 
heard  to  object  to  the  form  of  the  proof.  He  can  only  urge  its  insuffi*: 
ciency,  and  that  question  is  not  now  being  considered. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  the  case  is  returned  to 
you  for  such  action  upon  the  proof  of  Hubert  Schoenau,  as,  after  an 
examination  of  it  upon  its  merits,  may  seem  just  and  proi)er  to  you  la 
view  of  the  protest  of  Tracy,  and  the  expressions  herein  contained. 
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RAILROAD    GRAKT— SETTLEMENT    RIGHT— RESIDENCE. 

Halling  V.  Central  Pacific  R,  R.  Co. 

A  claim  that  land  is  excepted  from  tlie  grant  to  the  Central  Pacific  on  accoant  of 
adverse  occupancy  can  not  be  recognized,  if  it  does  not  appear  that  residence 
was  established  prior  to  the  time  when  the  grant  became  effective. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  CommiBSumer  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

March  27^  1896.  (E.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  35,  T.  11  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Salt  Lake 
City  land  district,  'Utab. 

The  record  shows  that  in  May,  1892,  John  Halling  made  homestead 
application  for  the  above  described  tract.  The  application  was  accom- 
]uinied  by  a  corroborated  affidavit  alleging  in  substance  that  he  went 
upon  the  land  in  1S6G,  with  the  intention  of  appropriating  it  for  his  own 
use,  as  a  home ;  that  he  plowed  that  year  the  entire  surface  of  that  sec- 
tion and  put  it  in  crop;  that  in  1868  he  built  a  corral,  and  in  1869  he 
built  a  dwelling  house  upon  the  land,  which  he  occupied  as  a  residence; 
that  he  has  cultivated  the  land,  or  a  ]>ortion  thereof,  ever  since  1866. 

Upon  this,  3'our  office  ordered  a  hearing  to  determine  the  status  of 
tiie  land  on  Oc^tober  20, 1868,  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  line 
of  the  Central  Pacific  railway  company.  Hearing  was  consequently 
bad  in  the  fall  of  1892  and  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision 
holding  that  on  October  20, 1868,  the  plaintiff  was  a  qualified  applicant 
by  reason  of  having  filed  bis  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citi- 
zen and  that  he  was  at  that  time  a  settler  upon  the  land,  and  recom- 
mended the  allowance  of  Halling's  homestead  application. 

Upon  appeal  by  the  company  on  February  12,  1894,  your  office 
affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers.  A  motion  for  review  having 
been  filed  on  February  2, 1895,  your  office  reversed  its  former  action 
and  rejected  the  application  of  Hailing;  from  which  action  Hailing 
appealed  to  the  Department. 

Your  office  decision  states  that  your  records  show  that  on  May  14, 
1869,  one  Lars  Christiansen  filed  declaratory  statement  for  the  tract  in 
question,  alleging  settlement  thereon  on  May  4, 1869;  that  the  railroad 
company  contested  this  filing,  and  that  notice  issued  by  registered  mail 
August  22, 18S5,  to  Lars  Christiansen,  which  was  never  delivered. 

At  the  time  appointed  for  a  hearing  December  26, 1885,  no  appearance 
was  made  by  Christiansen  and  the  case  was  continued  until  January  15, 
1886,  when  Christiansen  being  absent  the  evidence  of  one  Lee  and 
Ousley  was  submitted  in  evidence.  This  record  being  transmitted  to 
your  office  on  March  17, 1888,  Christiansen's  filing  was  canceled  and  ou 
April  8, 1888,  the  company  listed  the  land. 

The  examination  of  the  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  prior  to  the 
attachment  of  the  company's  rights  by  reason  of  its  definite  location 
on  October  20,  1868,  and  during  the  years  1866, 1867  and  1868,  the 
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appellant  was  in  possession  of  all  of  that  portion  of  the  land  involved^ 
cultivated  it  and  raised  crops  thereon,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  he 
ever  established  residence  thereon  prior  to  October  20, 1868,  or  for  that 
matter,  at  any  period  since  that  time.  Whenever  he  slept  on  the  land 
prior  to  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location,  it  was  in  a  wagon,  and 
while  it  appears  that  a  honse  was  bnilt  by  himself  and  Christiansen  in 
1869,  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  ever  any  furniture  in  it  or  tliat 
he  ever  resided  in  it,  or  that  he  ever  claimed  a  home  other  than  that  at 
Brigham  City,  twelve  miles  away. 

The  question  therefore  i)reseuted  for  solution  is  whether  such  occu- 
pation, cultivation  and  Improvements  in  the  absence  of  residence,  would 
serve  to  except  the  land  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  in  behalf  of 
the  Central  Pacific  railway  company. 

The  act  of  July  1,  1862,  in  behalf  of  said  comi)any,  granted  certain 
lands  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  and  telegraph  line  from 
the  Missouri  river  to  the  Pacific  ocean,  the  third  section  of  which  act 
excepts  from  the  grant  lands  to  which  a  pre-emption  or  homestead 
claim  may  have  attached  at  the  time  said  road  was  definitely  fixed.  It 
does  not  appear  that  mere  occupancy  ^^ould  be  sufficient  to  cause  this 
exception.  Ko  rights  can  be  acquired  under  either  the  pre-emption  or 
homestead  laws  by  mere  occupation  or  cultivation;  residence  is  essen- 
tial in  both,  and  no  residence  having  been  shown  in  this  case,  prior  to 
the  date  of  definite  location  of  the  Central  Pacific  railway,  or  within 
ninety  days  or  a  reasonable  time  thereafter,  I  am  led  to  hold  that  your 
office  decision  appealed  from  was  not  in  error  in  rejecting  the  application 
of  John  Hailing  to  homestead  this  tract. 

It  being  found  that  no  residence  was  established  by  Hailing  prior  to 
the  date  upon  which  the  rights  of  the  road  attiK^hed,  it  becomes  unnec- 
essary to  pass  upon  the  question  of  his  qualification  as  a  pre-emptor. 

The  declaratory  statement  of  Christiansen  alleging  as  it  did  settle- 
ment subsequent  to  October  20,  1868,  and  having  been  canceled  ux>on 
a  suit  brought  at  the  instance  of  the  Central  Pacific  railway  com- 
pany, did  not  serve  to  except  this  land  ft'om  the  operation  of  the 
grant.    The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


MINING  CLAIM—PLACER  LOCATION-DISCOVERT. 

Beins  r.  Murray. 

In  the  location  of  a  placer  claim  on  surveyed  land  it  is  not  necessary  to  mark  the 
boundaries  of  the  claim  on  the  ground. 

The  fact  that  land  is  returned  as  mineral  does  not  obviate  the  necessity  of  a  discov- 
ery as  the  basis  of  a  placer  location. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

March  27^  1896.  (P.  J.  C,) 

The  record  in  this  case   shows  that  James  A.  Murray  and  others 
located,  under  the  placer  mining  hiw,  on  November  6,  1879,  the  XW.  J 
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of  the  SW.  i  and  the  SW.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  8,  Tp.  3  lif .,  R.  7  W., 
Helena^  Montana,  laud  district.  The  approved  township  plat  was  tiled 
Jane  27, 1877,  and  the  tracts  were  also  indicated  on  the  plats  as  lots 
3, 4,  and  5,  because  of  the  fact  that  two  mining  claims  and  mill-site  had 
been  located  thereon  and  patented. 

On  January  21, 1880,  Marray,  having  meantime  acquired  the  interests 
of  his  co-locators,  applied  for  patent  for  the  tracts,  describing  them  as 
lots  Xos.  3,  4,  and  o,  etc.  During  the  period  of  publication  several 
protests  and  adverses  were  filed,  upon  some  of  which  suits  were  insti- 
tuted.   These  cut  no  figure,  however,  in  this  controversy. 

On  May  8, 1893,  John  P.  Beins  filed  a  corroborated  protest,  in  which 
it  is  alleged,  among  other  things,  that  there  was  never  any  discovery 
on  said  placer  claim  upon  which  to  make  a  location;  that  there  has 
never  been  any  mining  improvements  placed  thereon  by  applicant; 
that  the  annual  assessment  work  since  location  has  not  been  jierformed; 
that  the  tracts  are  not  placer  mining  land;  and  that  there  are  several 
lode  claims  locateil  thereon.  The  protestant  alleges  that  he  discovered 
a  vein  of  quartz  on  said  tracts  April  13, 1893,  which  he  locate<l  as  the 
Combination  lode. 

A  hearing  was  ordered,  the  testimony  taken  before  a  notary  public, 
and  on  consideration  the  local  officers  decided  that  the  placer  claim 
was  invalid  because  it  had  not  been  staked  and  marked  on  the  ground, 
and  recommended  that  the  application  for  patent  be  rejected.  On 
appeal,  your  office,  by  letter  of  October  20, 1894,  held  that  the  location 
by  legal  subdivisions  was  lawful,  but  decided  that  contestant  had  failed 
to  show  that  lodes  existed  within  the  placer  claim  at  date  of  applica- 
tion, or  that  the  applicant  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  in  the  mat- 
ter of  expenditures.    The  protest  was  therefore  dismissed. 

A  motion  for  review  of  this  judgment  was  presented,  and  on  consid- 
eration  it  was  held,  by  letter  of  February  11,  1895,  that  your  former 
decision  that  a  placer  claim  might  be  taken  up  by  legal  subdivisions, 
and  did  not  have  to  be  staked  or  marked  on  the  ground,  would  be 
adhered  to.  It  was  decided,  however,  on  further  examination,  tlint 
there  was  no  discovery  of  mineral  upon  which  to  locate  the  placer 
claim,  and  for  this  reason  the  motion  for  review  was  sustained  and  the 
former  judgment  revoked. 

The  case  comes  before  the  Department  on  the  appeal  of  the  applicant, 
and  the  ruling  on  the  two  points  mentioned,  as  well  as  others,  is  sj^ec- 
ified  as  erroneous. 

Section  2324  of  the  Revised  Statutes  demands  that  ''the  location  must 
be  distinctly  marked  on  the  ground  so  that  its  boundaries  can  be  read- 
ily traced.'^  This  requirement  is  specially  in  reference  to  lode  claims, 
and  its  sole  purpose  is  to  define  on  the  surface  of  the  ground  the  terri- 
tory claimed.  In  addition  to  this,  a  location  certificate  must  be  recorded, 
which,  among  other  things,  shall  contain  "such  a  description  of  the 
claim  or  claims  located  by  reference  to  some  natural  object  or  permanent 
monument  as  will  identify  the  claim." 
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Section  2329  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  relation  to  the  location  of 
placers,  provides  that  they  may  be  located  and  patented 

onder  like  circumstances  aad  conditions,  and  npon^similar  proceedings,  as  are  pro- 
vided for  vein  or  lode  claims;  but  where  the  lands  have  been  previously  surveyed 
by  the  United  States,  the  entry  in  it«  exterior  limits  shall  conform  to  the  legal 
<inbdivi8ions  of  the  public  lands. 

The  "like  circumstances  and  conditions''  referred  to  in  this  section 
clearly  apply  only  to  discovery,  location,  and,  where  the  location  is 
made  on  nnsurveyed  lands,  marking  the  boandaries  of  the  same  as  of  a 
lode  claim,  and  for  the  same  purpose,  as  defined  above.  It  does  not, 
in  my  jadgmenf,  mean  that  \rhen  the  placer  is  located  on  surveyed 
lands,  it  is  necessary  to  mark  the  boundaries.  There  is  no  purx)ose  that 
can  be  subserved  by  so  doing.  The  public  surveys  are  as  permanent 
and  fixed  as  anything  can  be  in  that  line,  and  any  fractional  part  of  a 
section  can  be  readily  found  and  its  boundaries  ascertained  by  timt 
method  for  all  time  to  come,  and  is  necessarily  more  stable  and  enduring 
than  marking  it  by  perishable  or  destructible  stakes  or  monuments. 

By  section  2330  "  legal  subdivisions  of  forty  acres  may  be  subdi- 
vided into  ten-acre  tracts,"  and  section  2331  provides  that,  where  the 
placer  claims  "conform  to  legal  subdivisions,  no  further  survey  or 
plat  shall  be  required."  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  it  is  clearly 
tbe  intention  of  the  statute  that  the  location  of  placer  claims  by  legal 
subdivisions  makes  the  marking  of  the  boundaries  an  idle  ceremony 
that  IS  not  contemplated  by  the  law. 

In  the  finding  of  your  office  that  there  wa«  no  discovery  of  mineral 
on  which  to  make  the  placer  location,  I  concur.  The  testimony  of  the 
applicant  himself  is  conclusive  on  this  point.  He  says:  "I  located  the 
ground  in  1879;  I  located  it  by  legal  subdivisions,  or  fractions  thereof j 
and  therefore  it  was  not  even  necessary  to  make  a  discovery,  the 
gronnd  having  been  returned  as  mineral  land.*'  The  fact  that  laud  is 
returned  as  mineral  by  the  surveyor-general  does  not  in  any  event 
avoid  the  necessity  of  a  discovery  of  mineral,  and  any  location  made 
without  a  discoveiy  as  required  by  statute  is  void.  It  may  be  said,  in 
addition,  that  the  applicant  also  admits  that  no  annual  work  was  done 
by,  or  for  him,  on  the  premises  from  the  date  of  location  to  the  year 
1892.  It  is  also  shown  that  there  has  never  been  any  discovery  at  any 
time  of  a  placer  mine  on  the  ground,  and  that  it  never  has  been  worked 
for  a  placer  deposit 

In  view  of  this  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  discuss  any  other  ques- 
tions suggested  by  the  appeal,  as  on  this  ground  the  application  must 
be  canceled. 

Your  office  judgment  of  February  11, 1895,  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 
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DBSERT  LAXD   ENTRY-COMPACTXESS— CHARACTER   OF  L.AXD. 

William  H.  Wheeler. 

In  determining  whether  a  desert  entrj  comes  within  the  requirements  as  to  compact* 
ness  the  topography  of  the  adjacent  tracts,  and  the  nnsnitability  thereof  for 
purposes  of  agriculture,  may  be  taken  into  consideration. 

A  natural  growth  of  timber  occupying  a  narrow  non-irrigable  ridge  that  forms  a 
small  part  of  a  tract  embraced  within  a  desert  entry  will  not  be  held  to  defeat 
the  entry  as  improi>erly  allowed  for  lands  not  subject  to  such  appropriation. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

March  28,  1896.  (W.  M.  B.) 

On  December  16,  1892,  William  H.  Wheeler  made  desert  laud  entry 
for  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  J ;  the  E.  J  of  the  NE.  i ;  the  K W.  J  of  the  NE.  J, 
See,  30,  and  the  S.  ^  of  the  SE.  J,  of  Sec.  25,  T.  46  N.,  R.  14  W.,  and  also 
the  uiisurveyed  K  W.  i  of  the  XW.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  46  If.,  R.  13  W.,  N.  M. 
P.  M.,  Montrose  land  district,  Colorado,  which  appears  not  to  be  in  a 
compact  body. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  compactness — in  your  office  letter  of 
November  7, 1894,  to  the  local  officers — you  say : 

Inform  the  claimant  that  he  mast  show  cause,  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit,  why  he 
should  not  amend  his  entry ;  that  his  entry  cannot  be  allowed  to  stand  in  its  present 
form,  unless  he  can  furnish  the  clearest  proof  that  it  is  compact  according  to  the 
regulations  of  the  Department  f^om  time  to  time. 

To  meet  such  reouirement  the  clainiaut  in  due  time  forwarded  his 
own  affidavit  corroborated  by  two  witnesses,  wherein  it  was  stated  that: 

The  said  described  land  lies  between  the  hills  bordering  on  the  Rio  San  Miguel 
river  ou  the  north  and  the  canon,  or  draw,  on  the  south,  that  he  made  the  entry  as 
compact  as  the  nature  of  the  land  would  permit  for  the  reason  that  the  adjacent 
tracts  are  in  rocky,  mountainous,  and  timbered  ground,  not  susceptible  of  irrigation, 
hence  he  was  obliged  to  make  the  entry  in  its  present  form. 

In  your  office  decision  of  February  5, 1895,  wherein  Wheeler's  said 
entry  is  more  fully  considered  and  discussed,  it  is  stated,  among  other 
things,  that  the  field  notes  in  your  office  seem  to  bear  out,  for  the  most 
part,  the  statement  made  by  the  claimant  in  his  affidavit:  but  that  they 
show  that  the  land  is  rough  and  mountainous  between  sections  25  and 
36,  T.  46  N.,  E.  14  W.,  and  covered  with  heavy  pine,  soil  being  third 
rate;  and  also  that  the  land  between  section  36,  T.  46  N.,  R.  14  W.,  and 
section  31  T.  46  y.,  R.  13  W.,  is  high  and  mountainous,  heavily  tim- 
bered, soil  third  rate. 

It  appears  further  that  the  plats  do  not  show  any  stream  running 
\  through  or  near  the  lands  covered  by  the  entry. 

The  tract  in  question  contains  320  acres  and  is  one  and  one  quarter 
miles  in  length,  from  north  to  south,  and  three  quarters  of  a  mile  wide 
at  the  point  of  greatest  breadth,  from  east  to  west,  being  one  quarter 
of  a  mile  at  point  of  narrowest  breadth. 
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The  decision  of  your  office  of  date  November  7,  1894,  was  reaffirmed 
by  a  more  recent  one  of  date  February  5, 1S95, — rendered  subsequent 
to  the  submission  by  Wheeler  of  what  would  seem  to  be  satisfactory 
proof  with  respect  to  the  compactness  of  the  entry — ^wherein  it  was 
apiin  held  that  the  entry  could  not  be  allowed  to  remain  in  its  original 
shape;  Wheeler  beiu^  allowed  sixty  days  within  which  to  amend  and 
adjust  his  entry  by  relinquishment  of  some  of  the  subdivisions  now 
claimed  by  him,  and  entry  of  others  sufficient  in  number,  with  addition 
of  those  retained  from  original  or  former  entry,  to  make  up  the  quan* 
tity  of  land  embraced  in  former  filing,  and  of  such  relative  position  to 
sutxlivisions  not  released,  as  to  cause  his  entry  to  cover  a  compact 
body  of  land. 

From  such  action  of  your  office  Wlieeler  appealed  here,  alleging  that 
tbose  subdivisions  which  lie  contiguous  or  adjacent  to  those  already 
embraced  in  his  entry — which  if  added  thereto,  by  amendment  or  adjust- 
ment of  his  said  entry  as  would  cause  it  to  assume  a  compact  form — are 
mountainous  and  not  susceptible  of  irrigation  and  cultivation,  andcon- 
tev.ds  that  the  adjacent  subdivisions  hereinbefore  described  as  consti- 
tuting the  entry  in  its  present  form  are — under  existing  conditions — of 
such  compactness  as  has  received  the  approval  and  sanction  of  this 
Department  as  is  evidenced  by  its  more  recent  decisions. 

What  may  be  considered  comi)act  is  not  specifically  prescribed  in  the 
desert  land  act,  and  one  of  the  latest  departmental  decisions,  in  a  ease 
in  point  with  the  one  at  bar  with  regard  to  the  requirement  under  the 
law  as  to  the  shape  of  a  tract  for  which  entry  is  made,  and  wherein  that 
question  is  discussed  at  length,  is  that  of  ex  parte  Thomas  Hunton  '11 
L  D.,  27),  it  being  therein  held  that: 

It  is  impracticable  to  estalilish  inflexible  rales  which  shall  govern  the  shape  or  form 
of  an  entry.  Each  case  mnst  depend  upon  the  circumstances  snrronnding  it,  and 
whether  an  entry  shonld  he  regarded  as  saf&ciently  compact  to  answer  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  mnst  depend  largely  upon  the  nature  and  location  of  the  laud, 
its  means  and  facilities  for  irrigation  and  the  rights  of  adjacent  and  surrounding 
entrymen. 

The  entry  in  the  case  under  consideration,  so  far  as  compactness, 
shape,  or  form  are  concerned  does  not  appear  to  be  quite  as  irregular 
or  nnsymmetrical  as  that  involved  in  the  case  just  cited;  the  tract  cov- 
ered by  this  last-named  entry  contains  640  acres  of  land;  lies  partly  in 
tliree  different  sections;  is  one  and  three  quarter  miles  in  length,  one 
mile  wide  at  ixnnt  of  greatest  breadth,  and  one  quarter  mile  at  point  of 
narrowest  breadth. 

The  entry  made  by  Wheeler,  as  in  the  present  case,  cannot  be  con- 
sidered any  more  objectionable — ^with  respect  to  shape  and  compact- 
ness— than  that  made  by  Hunton,  or  that  made  by  William  Thompson, 
as  described  in  case  reported  in  8  L.  D.,  104,  and  those  of  a  similar 
character  allowed  in  some  other  cases  not  necessary  to  be  cited  herein. 

While  the  tract  covered  by  claimant's  entry  may  not  be  circum- 
scribed or  confined  to  its  present  existing  form  by  adjacent  entries,  yet 
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its  bonudaries  were,  as  appears  from  the  corroborated  affidavit  of 
appellant,  restricted  by  the  subdivisions  adjacent  thereto  being  of  a 
nigged,  mountainous  character,  non-irrigable,  untillable,  and  oonse- 
quently  unfit  for  purposes  of  agriculture.  The  stated  condition  and 
character  of  such  contiguous  tracts — neceti'sary  to  give  to  the  tract 
entered  by  appellant  a  square  form,  if  added  thereto — ^wiil  be  consid- 
ered ns  fully  sufficient  to  warrant  their  exclusion  from  his  entry,  and 
to  justify  the  allowance  of  the  said  entry  in  its  original  form. 

In  your  office  decision  some  stress  is  placed  upon  the  fact,  as  evi 
deuced  by  the  field  notes,  that  a  natural  growth  of  trees  or  timber  wrs 
found  to  exist  upon  a  small  portion  of  the  tract  embraced  in  appellaufs 
entry,  which  circumstance  you  conclude  would  tend  to  exclude  tlie 
entire  tract  in  question  from  the  class  of  entries  denominated  as  desert 
land  by  virtue  of  restriction  contained  in  the  fourth  rule  or  requirement 
of  circular  of  the  Greneral  Land  Office  of  1892,  page  30,  which  pre- 
scribes that:  ^^ Lands  containing  sufficient  moisture  to  produce  a 
natural  growth  of  trees  are  not  to  be  classed  as  desert  land." 

The  field  notes  show  that  the- timber  on  said  tract  was  fbund  upon  a 
l)roken,  mountainous  ridge  occupying  the  dividing  line  between  certain 
subdivisions — as  hereinbefore  described — on  the  extreme  northern  por- 
tion of  the  tract,  but  it  is  not  claimed  or  anywhere  shown  that  there  is 
a  natural  growth  of  trees  upon  any  portion  of  the  main  body  of  the 
laud,  covered  by  the  entry,  which  lies  far  below  the  niountainous  lai»d 
forming  a  part  thereof,  and  which  only  is  susceptible  of  irrigation, 
and  which  in  fact  has  already,  as  it  would  appear,  been  irrigated  at 
considerable  expense  to  appellant. 

It  sometimes  happens  in  desert  land  districts  in  the  State  of  Colorado 
that  timber  and  smaller  trees  are  found  growing  upon  rocky  mountain- 
ous lauds,  while  the  lower  lands  forming  the  plain  below,  in  close  prox- 
imity thereto,  will  not  produce  a  vegetable  growth,  or  agricnltnral 
products  of  any  kind  in  paying  quantities,  without  irrigation.  It  also 
happens  in  some  instances  that  while  upon  such  rocky,  broken  moun- 
tainous lands  a  natural  growth  of  timber  is  found,  still  it  is  also  trae 
that  when  land  of  said  character  is  denuded  of  such  growth  thereon 
that  it  does  not  possess  sufficient  moisture  to  yield  garden  or  field 
products  of  any  description  by  or  through  any  process  of  cultivation; 
and  lands  of  such  rocky  and  broken  character  cannot  be  irrigated  by 
reason  of  their  elevation. 

It  having  been  the  evident  object  and  purpose  of  the  desert  land  act 
to  authorize  and  permit  desert  land  entry  to  be  made  of  lands  which 
could  not  be  cultivated  successfully,  nor  made  profitable  for  agricultu- 
ral or  other  purposes  without  irrigation,  the  fact  that  an  inconsiderable 
portion  of  the  area  thereof  is  made  up  of  non-irrigable  mountainous 
land  of  the  character  above  described,  will  not  be  deemed  sufficient  to 
except  the  tract  filed  upon  from  desert  land  entry,  especially  when  the 
land  so  excluded  from  entry  is  only  susceptible  of  successful  cultiva- 
tion, or  profitable  use,  through  or  by  actual  irrigation. 
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For  the  foregoing  reasons  yonr  office  decision  disallowing  the  entry 
in  question  upon  tbe  grounds  therein  stated  is  hereby  reversed. 

It  npx)ears  from  the  record  that  there  is  no  adverse  claimant  to  the 
land  involved,  and  further  that  the  claimant  has  submitted  proof  and 
made  payment  on  his  said  entry  for  the  third  and  last  year,  and  the 
papers  transmitted  by  your  office  letter  "G"  of  May  13,  1895,  are  here- 
with returned  for  appropriate  action  in  the  case. 


SKCOXI>   COXTEST— HEIRS   OF   HOMESTEADER-RE LrNQUISHMEXT. 

Agnew  r.  Morton  et  al. 

A  second  contest  xriU  not  be  allowed  on  nn  issue  involved  in  the  first  and  finally  set- 
tled therein. 

A  contest  will  not  lie  against  an  entry  that  is  canceled  of  record  prior  to  the  initia* 
tion  of  the  adverse  proceeding. 

The  only  jierson  entitled  to  call  in  question  the  legality  of  a  relinquishment  of  a 
homestead  entry  esecnted  by  nn  heir  of  the  entryman,  are  such  other  heirs  of 
the  deceased  as  may  be  qualified  to  consummate  the  entry. 

The  validity  of  a  subsequent  entry  of  tho  land  so  nsleased  vr'tll  not  be  questioned,  so 
far  as  the  status  of  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  entry  is  concerned,  where  such 
relinquishment  is  ehovfa,  2)rima  fade,  to  have  been  executed  by  the  only  qualified 
heir,  and  the  statutory  life  of  the  entry  thus  relinquished  has  expired. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

March  28,  1896.  (W.  M.  W.) 

The  case  of  Jesse  B.  Agnew  r.  Barney  Morton  and  Michael  Lally, 
involving  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  34,  T.  17  S.,  E.  25  E.,  Visalia,  California, 
land  district,  on  tbe  appeal  of  said  Agnew  from  your  office  decision  of 
January  8,  1895,  has  been  considered. 

On  June  29, 1885,  Barney  Morton  made  homestead  entry  for  the  land 
Lu  question. 

On  December  12, 1887,  said  Agnew  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against 
Morton's  entry,  charging  abandonment,  change  of  residence,  etc.,  and 
tbat  Morton  had  died  'Meaving  no  heirs  who  are  entitled  to  perfect  said 
entry.'* 

A  hearing  was  had,  and  the  case  reached  the  Department  through 
SQccessive  appeals,  and  on  September  2, 1891,  it  was  decided  adversely 
to  Agnew  and  in  favor  of  the  heirs  of  Morton  (see  13  L.  D.,  228) ;  and 
on  review  said  decision  was  adhered  to  on  February  19, 1892  (14  L.  D., 
205). 

On  May  13, 1892,  Bri<iget  Lally  filed  a  sworn  statement  in  the  local 
land  office  stating  that  she  is  a  sister  of  Barney  Morton,  who  made 
homestead  entry,  No.  3835,  June  20, 1885,  for  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  34,  T.  17 
8.,  K.  25,  Visalia,  California,  land  district;  that  she  is  the  nearest  of 
kin  and  sole  heir  of  said  Barney  Morton,  who  died  in  the  county  of 
Tulare,  State  of  California,  on  or  about  the  21st  of  April,  1887; 

that  as  tho  sole  heir  of  said  deceased  aud  the  nearest  of  kiu  thereof  residing  in  the 
United  States,  and  being  a  citizen  thereof,  she  does  hereby  grant,  deyise  and  reltn* 
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quisli  all  licr  right,  title  nntl  interest  in  and  to  the  land  described  in  receiver's 
receipt  No.  3835,  an  affidavit  for  the  loss  of  which  is  hereto  attached,  to  the  govem- 
nient  of  the  United  States,  and  asks  that  said  homestea^l  entry  be  canceled  npon  the 
reconls  of  the  United  States  land  office  at  Visalia,  California. 

Thereupon  the  local  officers,  on  the  same  day,  canceled  said  entry, 
and  Michael  Lally,  the  husband  of  Bridget  Lally^  made  homestead 
entry,  No.  8495,  for  said  land. 

On  the  1st  day  of  August,  1892,  Michael  Lally  file<l  in  the  local  land 
office  an  affidavit  setting  forth, 

that  Raid  Barney  Morton  is  dead,  and  never  was  married ;  that  he  left  no  widow 
or  minor  orphan  children  surviving  him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  or  any  heir  quali- 
fied to  claim  said  entry  except  the  said  Bridget  Lally,  etc. 

On  the  11th  day  of  September,  1893,  Jesse  B.  Ag-new  tiled  an  affidavit 
of  contest  against  the  canceled  homestead  of  Barney  Morton  and  the 
homestead  entry  of  Michael  Lally,  charging: 

That  said  land  was  settleil  npon  by  one  Bernard  Murtaugh,  who  has  never  app1ie<r 
to  enter  the  same  for  more  than  ninety  days  after  his  settlement; 

That  said  Bernard  Murtagli  who  has  never  applied  to  enter  the  same  is  dead; 

That  said  Bernard  Murtaugh  left  no  heirs  at  law  under  the  provisions  of  the  law 
of  the  State  of  California,  who  are  qualified  to  succeed  him  in  interest  in  this  land 
or  to  make  final  proof  in  his  name. 

That  said  Bernard  Murtaugh  was  a  native  of  Ireland  and  never  declared  his  inten- 
tions to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  under  the  name  of  Bernard  Mnrtangh. 

That  the  said  homestead  entry  No.  3835  made  in  the  name  of  Barney  Morton  wa.s 
fraudulently  relinquished  by  one  Bridget  Lally  claiming  to  be  a  sister  of  Barney 
Morton  and  the  solo  heir; 

That  said  relinquishment  was  filed  in  the  U.  S.  Land  Office  at  Vlsalia,  Califomia, 
May  13th,  11^2,  and  the  entry  of  said  Barney  Morton  was  therefore  unlawfully  can- 
celed of  record ; 

That  said  relinquishment  is  not  a  relinquishment  of  said  entry  but  is  only  the 
relinquishment  of  Bridget  Lally  to  her  right,  title  and  interest  to  said  entry,  and 
said  entry  was  improperly  canceled  on  such  relinquishment. 

Thit  the  purported  relinquishment  of  Bridget  Lally  was  ftaudulent  in  the  further 
respect  that  if  it  was  intended  as  a  relinquishment  of  the  claim  of  Barney  Morton, 
it  was  fraudulent  and  collusive,  in  that  it  was  intended  for  the  purpose  of  deceivins^c 
the  Land  Department  and  of  allowing  her  husband  to  enter  the  tract  of  land 
embraced  in  Morton^s  homestead,  thereby  to  deprive  contestant  Agnew  of  the  rights 
which  should  accrue  to  him  by  his  prior  contest. 

That  in  the  contest  of  Agnew  r.  Morton,  reported  in  13  L.  D.,  228,  it  is  shown  that 
the  Barney  Morton  named  in  said  entry  left  surviving  him  a  father  and  mother  resid- 
ing in  Ireland,  a  sister  (Bridget  Curley)  who  resided  in  New  York,  and  the  children 
of  another  deceased  sister  who  lived  in  the  city  of  New  York,  that  therefore  the 
heirs  of  Barney  Morton,  named  in  said  entry,  have  not  relinquished  said  entry. 

That  homestead  entry  No.  8495  made  for  said  land  on  May  13th,  1892,  by  Michael 
Lally  is  fraudulent  and  irregular,  and  that  said  land  is  properly  embraced  in  the 
homestead  entry  No.  3835  of  Barney  Morton. 

That  said  Michael  Lally  has  no  right  to  said  land  and  in  a  trespasser  thereon,  and 
working  in  collusion  with  the  said  Bridget  Lally,  his  wife; 

That  the  said  tract  of  land  was  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  the  heirs  of 
Barney  Morton  as  require<l  by  law ; 

That  the  heirs  of  said  Barney  Morton  had  wholly  abaudone^l  said  land  for  more 
than  twelve  months  prior  to  the  date  of  said  relinquishment  of  Bridget  Lally  and 
immediately  prior  hereto; 
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That  said  tract  in  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  said  parties  as  required  by 
law; 

That  more  than  seven  years  have  elapsed  since  the  date  of  entry  of  said  home- 
stead entry  No.  3835  of  Aaid  Barney  Morton ; 

That  neither  said  Morton,  nor  any  one  in  his  behalf,  not  any  heir  at  law,  have 
od'ered  any  proof  on  his  said  entry,  and  this  the  said  contestant  is  ready  to  prove  at 
such  time  and  place  as  may  be  named  by  the  register  and  receiver  for  a  hearing  in 
said  case ;  and  he  therefore  asks  to  be  allowed  to  prove  said  allegations,  and  that 
said  homestead  entries  Nos.  3835  and  8495  may  be  declared  canceled  and  forfeited  to 
the  United  States,  he,  the  said  contestant,  paying  the  expenses  of  such  hearing  or 
shoald  accrue  to  contestant  by  reason  of  his  former  contest,  and  denying  the  right 
of  the  Department  to  have  canceled  homestead  entry  No.  3835,  and  that  if  the  said 
entry  No.  3835  has  been  properly  canceled  by  the  Department  then  ^nd  in  that  case 
contestant  Agnew  should  have  been  notitied  thereof  and  notified  of  his  prior  right 
to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land  therein  embraced  as  provided  by  the  act  of 
Jane  15,  1880. 

The  local  officers  denied  a  bearing  on  the  following  grounds: 

Homestead  entry  ^  3835  of  Barney  Morton  was  canceled  by  relinquishment  May 
13, 1892,  and  no  one  but  an  heir  of  said  Barney  Morton  can  be  heard  as  to  the  ille- 
gality of  said  relinquishment,  and,  further,  that  the  allegations  do  not  allege  aban- 
donment nor  failure  on  the  part  of  Michael  Lally  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  the  homestead  law  as  to  his  homestead  entry  ^  8495,  covering  said  land,  and 
further,  that  the  contest  of  Agnew  v.  Morton  (13  L.  D.,  228,)  was  dismissed  and  closed 
prior  to  the  cancellation  of  said  homestead  entry  ^  3835. 

Agnew  appealed,  and  on  January  8, 1895,  your  office  sustained  the 
local  officers  in  denying  a  hearing  on  the  affidavit  of  contest,  and  added : 

Should  this  action  become  final,  you  wiU  at  once  notify  Michael  Lally  that  he  will 
be  allowed  ninety  days  in  which  to  procure  and  file  the  relinquishment  of  the  other 
heirs  above  referred  to.  Should  he  fail  to  do  so  in  the  time  allowed,  his  entry  will 
b«  canceled. 

Agnew  appeals.    He  specifies  the  following  errors : 

Said  decision  is  contrary  to  law  in  the  following  particulars: 

a.  The  Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  Agnew,  the  contestant,  is  not 
the  proper  person  to  put  into  question  the  validity  of  said  relinquishment,  b.  The 
Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  and  deciding  that  the  allegations  of  the 
athilavit  of  the  contestant  Agnew  in  this  case  had  been  adjudicated  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  in  the  case  of  Agnew  r.  Morton  (see  13  L.  D.,  228).  c.  The  Houor- 
sblo  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  erred  in  holding  and  deciding  that 
Aj^ew,  the  contestant,  was  not  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry  under  his 
former  contest,  d.  The  Honorable  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  erred  in 
holding  that  any  valid  relinquishment  of  the  entry  of  Barney  Morton  has  ever  been 
made.  e.  The  Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  and  deciding  that  the  affi- 
davit of  contest  of  said  Agnew  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  hearing  being  ordered  on 
the  homestead  entry  of  Michael  Lally  4f  8495. 

The  issues  tendered  m  this  affiilavit  as  against  the  entry  of  Barney 
Morton  are  essentially  the  same  as  were  made,  heard  and  finally  deter- 
mined by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Agnew  v,  Morton  (13  L.  D., 
228),  and  on  review  (14  L.  D.,  205).  The  Department  has  held  that  a 
second  contest  shoald  not  be  allowed  on  issues  involved  in  the  first, 
and  finally  disposed  of  on  appeal  to  the  Department;  and  that  an  issue 
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once  tried  a:id  determined  cannot  be  made  the  basis  of  a  second  con- 
test, lieeves  i\  Emblen  (8  L.  D.,  444) ;  Gray  r.  Whitebouse  (15  L.  D., 
352);  Curtin^f  al  r.  Morton  (22  L.D.,  91). 

If  jMorton's  entry  was  in  existence,  these  autliorities  would  clearly 
sustain  j'our  office  decision  in  rejecting  Agnew's  contest  affidavit. 
Morton's  entry  had  been  canceled  for  nearly  sixteen  months  when 
Agnew  Uleil  his  affidavit  of  contest,  and  was  not  as  a  matter  of  fact  in 
existence  at  the  time  said  affidavit  was  filed,  and  it  seems  clear  on  i)riu- 
ciple  that  a  contest  will  not  lie  against  an  entry  that  does  not  exist  at 
the  time  of  filing  or  that  has  actually  been  canceled  prior  to  the  fiUng 
of  the  contest  affidavit. 

As  to  the  allegations  of  Agnew's  affidavit  against  Lally's  entry,  there 
is  no  charge  that  Lally  has  in  any  respect  failed  to  comply  with  tbe 
requirements  of  the  homestead  law  since  making  said  entry.  Aguew 
is  not  asserting  any  claim  to  the  land,  he  is  attempting  to  assert  some 
sort  of  a  preference  right  to  it  under  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Aguew 
V.  Morton,  which  was  adverse  to  him,  and  as  a  matter  of  law  cut  off  his 
preference  right  to  enter  said  land,  which  he  would  have  had  if  the  con- 
test had  Unally  terminated  in  his  favor.  He  certainly  is  not  in  a  i)o$iti(>i) 
to  complain,  either  of  the  cancellation  of  Morton's  entry,  nor  of  the  allow- 
ance of  Lally's  entry. 

I  agree  with  your  office  decision,  and  that  of  the  local  officers,  that 
the  only  persons  who  would  have  the  right  to  complain  of  the  cancella 
tion  of  ]Morton's  entry  are  such  of  Morton's  heirs  at  law  as  are  qualified 
to  complete  and  consummate  his  entry  outside  of  Mrs.  Lally. 

In  your  office  decision  reference  is  made  to  the  evidence  respecting 
Morton's  heirs  in  the  case  of  Agnew  r.  Morton  (13  L.  D.,  228),  and  tbe 
judgment  recites  that: 

Should  this  action  become  final,  you  will  at  ouce  notify  Michael  Lally  that  he  will 
be  allowed  ninety  days  in  which  to  procure  and  file  the  relinquishment  of  the  other 
heirs  above  referred  to.  Should  he  fail  to  do  so  in  the  time  allowed,  his  entry  will 
be  canceled. 

In  my  judgment,  this  order  is  erroneous,  for  several  reasons.  In  the 
first  place,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  i)erson8  shown  to  have  been  Mor 
ton's  heirs  when  the  evidence  in  the  case  of  Agnew  r.  Morton  was  taken, 
are  necessarily  in  existence  in  1895;  the  i)er8ons  shown  to  have  been  his 
heirs  nmy  have  died  since  that  case  was  heard.  The  relinquishment  of 
Bridget  Lally  was  certainly  good  so  far  as  her  interest  as  one  of  Mor- 
ton's heirs  went;  it  was  accompanied  by  a  statement  under  oath  tliat 
she  was  the  only  heir  at  law  of  Morton ;  her  oath  was  supplemented  by 
the  sworn  statement  of  Michael  Lally  to  the  same  effect;  these  state- 
ments are  sufficient,  in  the  absence  of  contradicting  evidence,  to  prima 
facie  establish  the  fact  that  at  the  time  of  Michael  Lally's  entry,  Bridget 
Lally  was  the  only  qualified  heir  of  Barney  Morton.  Aside  firora  this, 
there  is  no  one  claiming  to  be  an  heir  of  Morton  claiming  anything  or 
any  right  in  his  efitry  or  making  any  adverse  claims  against  Lally-s 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  419 

entry.  In  the  second  place,  if  there  are  other  heirs  of  Morton,  they 
would  not  be  entitled  now  to  make  final  proof,  for  the  reason  that  Mor- 
ton's entry  was  made  June  29,  18S5,  nearly  ten  years  before  your  office 
decision  was  rendered,  whereas  they  were  only  allowed  by  law  seven 
years  within  which  to  make  their  final  proof.  This  order  of  your  office 
is  reversed,  and  with  this  modification  the  judgment  appealed  from  is 
affirmed. 


<  ONTEST— PR^VCTICE— COSTH  OF  PKOC'KEDIXGS— MOa'ION  TO  DISMISS. 

KoBERTs  V.  Stanford. 

Where  a  contestee  files  a  motiou  t<>  disiniss  the  contest  for  the  failure  of  the  contestant 
to  pay  the  costs  of  tho  suit,  and  said  motion  is  sustained,  and  the  contest  dis- 
missed without  considering  the  tesfimony,  and  an  appeal  is  taken  from  such 
action,  the  case  should  be  remanded  for  further  proceedings  by  the  local  office, 
if  the  decision  on  said  motion  is  found  erroneous. 

A  contestant  who  declines  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  hearing  waives  the  preferred  right  of 
entry  accorded  by  section  2,  act  of  May  14, 1880. 

If  a  contestant  after  the  submission  of  his  testimony  fails  or  refuses  to  pay  the  further 
costs  of  the  proceeding,  the  case  then  rests  between  the  contestee  and  the  gov- 
ernment, find  it  is  incumbent  upon  said  contestee  to  submit  such  testimony  as  he 
may  have  on  his  own  behalf. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynoldn  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeiieral  Land  Officey 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  30, 1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  lot  2  of  the  NE.  J,  lots  1  and  2  of 
the  :N'W.  J,  Pec.  6,  Tp.  32  N.,  R.  3  W.,  M.  I).  M.,  Shasta,  California,  land 
district. 

The  record  shows  that  George  ^STewton  Stanford  made  homestead 
entry  of  said  tracts  June  11, 1887.  On  February  10,  1894,  Benjamin 
F.  Koberts  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  failure  to  estat)lish 
residence  thereon,  etc.  A  hearing  was  had  before  the  local  office,  when 
the  contestant  submitted  his  testimony  in  chief.  The  defendant  then 
went  upon  the  stand,  and  his  testimony  in  chief  and  cross  was  taken. 
He  then  put  another  witness  on  the  stand,  and  after  a  few  questions 
had  been  propounded,  the  following  occurred  as  shown  by  the  record: 

Xow  comes  the  contestant,  Benjamin  F.  Roberts,  and  makes  the  following  state- 
Djent  to  the  register  and  receiver.  (Mr.  Roberts.)  I  have  uo  further  money  to  con- 
tinae  this  contest.  I  make  this  statement  for  the  reason  that  the  receiver  has  informed 
me  that  the  amount  of  money  which  I  have  deposited  to  cover  the  cost  of  reilucing 
the  testimony  to  writing  in  this  case,  to  wit:  the  sum  of  ten  '"/um  dollars  ($10.00),  has 
all  been  already  applied,  and  that  there  is  at  the  present  time  a  small  balance  due 
from  me  on  account  of  testimony  already  reduced  to  writing;  and  that  before  pro> 
ceeding  further  with  the  case  it  would  be  necessary  for  me  to  make  another  and 
farther  deposit. 

Now  conies  the  attorney  for  the  homestead  claimant  and  says :  that  the  homestead 
claimant  is  present  here  with  his  witnesses,  ready  and  wiUing  to  have  his  testimony 
taken  m  this  cause.  That  ftve  witnesses  still  remain  to  be  examined,  besides  the 
remainder  of  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Melton,  the  last  witness  on  the  stand  whose 
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examination  had  Just  been  begun.  That  by  said  witnesses  the  homestead  chkimant 
is  prepared  to  prove  his  right  to  the  land  described  in  his  homestead  entry.  That 
by  Rule  54  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  the  contestant  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  contest; 
and  on  his  failure  to  do  so,  the  homestead  claimant  moves  that  this  contest  be 
dismissed. 

Motiou  taken  under  advisement  by  register  and  receiver  until  3  o'clock  p.  m. 

3  o'clock  p.  m.  Register  and  receiver  now  decide  that  the  motion  of  counsel  for 
homestead  claimant  to  dismiss  this  contest  shaU  be  granted;  and  inasmuch  ns  it 
appears  that  the  homestead  claimant  has  not  as  yet  had  the  time,  opportunity,  or 
privilege  of  presenting  his  case,  and  as  it  now  appears  that  the  contestant  herein  is 
unable  to  advance  further  money  to  cover  the  cost  of  reducing  any  further  testimony 
to  writing  in  this  case,  and  as  Rule  54  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  provides  that  the 
contestant  shall  pay  the  costs  of  reducing  the  testimony  to  writing  in  all  contests  of 
this  character,  the  said  contest  is  accordingly  this  day  dismissed. 

The  contestant  herein,  Benjamin  F.  Roberts,  will  be  allowed  thirty  days  from  date 
hereof  within  which  to  appeal  ft'om  this  action  to  the  Hon.  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office,  and  upon  failure  to  appeal  within  the  time  si>ecified,  the  action 
of  the  register  and  receiver  will  become  final  as  to  all  questions  of  fact. 

.  From  this  action  the  contestant  api)ealed,  assigning  as  error  that  the 
action  of  the  local  ol!ice  was  "contrary  to  the  evidence  in  the  case.'' 
By  letter  of  November  9, 1894,  your  office  decided  that  the  act  of  the 
register  and  receiver  in  dismissing  the  contest  was  erroneous,  and  on 
examination  of  the  testimony  adduced  decided  that  the  entry  should 
be  canceled;  whereupon  the  entryman  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assign- 
ing as  error : 

1.  That  said  decision  of  the  Hon.  Commissioner  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  to  the 
rules  of  practice  adopted  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  land  contests,  and 
particularly  to  Rule  54  of  the  Rules  of  Practice. ^ 

2.  That  said  decision  is  contrary  to  law  and  equity. 

3.  Appellant  claims  that  the  only  question  on  which  the  Hon.  Commissioner 
could  render  a  decision  was  on  the  validity  of  the  order  of  the  register  and  receiver 
in  dismissing  the  contest  for  failure  to  pajr  the  fees  of  taking  down  the  testimony  of 
the  homestead  claimant's  witnesses  as  prescribed  by  Rule  54,  etc. 

In  deciding  this  case  your  office  examined  the  testimony  and  con- 
cluded, in  the  order  here  stated,  first,  that  the  contestant  made  out  a 
prima  facie  case;  second,  that  the  testimony  of  contestee  was  strongly 
corroborative  of  that  offered  by  the  contestant,  and  by  his  own  (Stan- 
ford's) testimony  it  was  conclusively  shown  that  he  had  not  established 
his  residence  on  the  laud;  and,  third,  that  <^Rule  o4  must  be  given  a 
sensible  interpretation." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  local  officers  did  not  pass  upon  the  facts 
at  <ill,  but  their  decision  was  on  the  motion  to  dismiss  because  the  con- 
testant failed  to  comply  with  the  rule  requiring  him  to  pay  all  the 
expenses  of  taking  the  testimony.  It  will  also  be  noticed  that  iioberts 
did  not  base  his  action  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  practically 
admitted  his  charge,  and  that  it  was  therefore  not  necessary  for  him  to 
produce  more  evidence,  but  he  puts  it  on  the  sole  ground  that  "I  have 
no  further  money  to  continue  this  contest."  Whether  he  had  no  money, 
or  simply  none  "  to  continue  this  contest,"  is  not  clear.    But  be  this  as 
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it  may,  it  is  clearly  apparent  that  the  evidence  was  not  taken  into 
account  by  the  local  officers.  Hence  the  appeal  'filed  by  the  contestant 
WHS,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  from  their  action  in  sustaining  the 
motion.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  as  between  the  parties  to  this  con- 
test it  was  error  in  your  office  to  consider  the  testimony  and  render  a 
judgment  thereon.  .This  position  is  lully  sustained  by  the  case  of  Brad- 
ford r.  Aleshire  (18  L.  D.,  78).  In  that  case  the  defendant,,  after 
depositions  had  been  taken,  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  the  local  officers.  It  was  said  by  the  Department  on 
re-review : 

It  wUl  be  borne  ia  mind  that  the  local  officers  had  not  passed  upon  the  testimony 
taken  before  the  notary,  and  before  doing  so,  the  defendant  appeared  and  raised  the 
question  of  jarisdiction  of  the  local  office  to  try  the  case.  Without  examining  the 
testimony  or  passing  upon  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  they  sustained  the  motion 
and  held  that  there  had  not  been  legal  service  upon  the  defendant.  Your  office 
aOirmed  this  decision,  but  the  Department  overruled  it,  and  then,  for  the  first  time 
in  the  history  of  the  case,  the  testimony  was  examined  and  held  to  bo  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  cancellation  of  the  entry.  In  my  opinion  this  latter  action  was  erroiie- 
oas.  The  judgment  demanded  by  the  proceedings  was  one  upon  the  motion  to  dis- 
miss. When  final  action  was  taken  upon  this  motion  the  case  should  then  have  been 
remanded  to  the  local  office  for  its  further  action. 

It  can  make  no  difference  in  this  doctrine  that  the  question  there 
was  jurisdictional  as  distinguished  from  the  issue  in  the  case  at  bar. 
I  take  it  that  the  rule  announced  would  apply  with  equal  force. 

Again,  it  is  clear  that  Eoberts  by  his  action  forfeited  his  preference 
right.  Section  2  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1880  (21  Stat.,  140),  provides 
that  ^^in  all  cases  where  any  person  has  contested,  paid  the  land  office 
fees,  and  procured  the  cancellation  of  any "  entry,  on  notice  thereof, 
"shall  be  allowed  thirty  days  from  date  of  such  notice  to  enter  said 
lands."  A  condition  precedent  is  that  he  shall  pay  the  land  office  fees. 
Id  addition  to  this,  in  the  affidavit  of  contest  filed  by  Boberts,  he  agreed 
to  pay  "  the  expenses  of  such  hearing,"  asked  for  with  the  view  of  can- 
celing Stanford's  entry.  His  refusal  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the 
statute,  and  his  own  direct  promise,  which  fixed  his  status  as  a  con- 
testant, necessarily  deprives  him  of  a  preference  right. 

Under  the  doctrine  in  the  case  of  Hansen  v.  Ifilson  et  aL  (20  L.  D., 
197),  it  is  clear  that  the  action  of  the  local  officers  was  erroneous.  It 
was  there  decided : 

Where  a  contest,  commenced  under  Rule  54,  has  been  sustained  by  the  testimony 
offered  by  contestant,  the  claimant  is  put  upon  his  defense,  whether  the  contestant 
claims  the  preference  right  or  not.  If  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings  prior  to  clos- 
ing hia  caae  the  contestant  waives  the  preference  right  of  entry,  or  if  he  should 
decline  to  pay  the  cost,  as  required  by  Rule  54,  the  case  should  proceed  as  if  it  had 
been  commenced  under  Rule  55. 

Hoberts  being  out  of  the  case  as  a  contestant,  by  refusing  to  comply 
with  the  rules,  the  question  then  was  one  between  the  government  and 
the  entryman,  and  it  devolved  on  the  latter  to  proceed  with  his  testi- 
mony.   His  motion  to  dismiss,  however,  being  erroneously  sustained^ 
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tbe  entryman  should  not  be  deprived  of  his  right  to  proceed,  if  lie 
desires  to  do  so,  and  give  such  testimouy  a8  he  can  in  the  light  of  tbe 
changed  conditions,  showing  his  good  faith. 

Your  office  judgment  is,  therefore,  modified,  and  the  case  will  be 
remanded,  with  instructions  to  proceed  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


HOMESTEAl>  C'ONTEST— COfPLIAXCE  AVITII  LAAV. 

YiNZANT   r.   FOBSYTH. 

The  physical  condition  and  poverty  of  a  claimant  may  be  taken  into  consideration, 
where  good  faith  is  apparent,  in  determining  whether  there  has  been  substantial 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

March  30,  J 896.  (O.J.W.) 

July  25, 1891,  Mary  Forsyth  made  homestead  entry  No.  24,r>00,  tor 
the  SE.  J  Sec.  18,  T.  9  S.,  R.  2  E.,  Kansas.  January  27, 1893,  she  made 
application  to  commute  her  homestead  to  cash  entry,  with  notice  of  her 
intention  to  make  final  proof  March  10, 1893,  and  the  same  day  an  order 
was  issued  for  the  publication  of  the  notice,  which  ]>ublication  was  made 
first  on  February  2, 1893. 

February  18,  1893.  Joseph  Vinzaut  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest, 
alleging 

that  Mary  Forsyth  has  wholly  abandoned  said  tract,  that  she  has  changed  her  resi- 
dence therefrom  for  more  than  six  months,  since  making  said  entry ;  that  said  tract 
is  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  said  party  as  required  by  law,  and  in  fact  said 
claimant  never  has  resided  on  said  land  in  a  permanent  and  fixed  manner. 

March  14, 1893,  the  receiver  at  the  Salina  land  ofiice  allowed  Mary 
Forsyth  to  make  cash  entry  No.  5649,  afterwards  stating  that  the  reg- 
ister was  absent  and  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  pendency  of  the  con- 
test as  no  notations  appeared  on  the  dockets.  Your  ofiice  suspended 
said  final  proof  and  ordered  a  hearing  on  said  contest,  which  wiis  had 
July  25,  1893.  The  hearing  was  had  at  Salina,  but  the  transfer  was 
made  to  Topeka  before  any  decision  was  rendered.  On  March  3, 1894, 
the  local  officers  found  in  favor  of  contestant  and  ordered  the  cancella- 
tion of  said  entry.  A  motion  for  rehearing  was  made  and  allowed,  and 
on  September  26,  1894,  after  a  motion  made  for  continuance  by  defend- 
ant was  overruled,  the  case  was  submitted  on  the  testimony  formerly 
taken.  November  2,  1894,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision 
finding  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  recommending  the  dismissal  of 
the  contest.  November  29  following  Vinzant  appealed,  and  on  March 
19, 1895,  your  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers.  From 
this  decision  contestant  appeals. 

The  principal  allegations  of  error  are,  that  the  finding  is  against  tbe 
evidence,  and  that  defendant  is  not  a  qualified  homesteader.    Tbe 
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evidence  discloses  that  James  Forsyth,  the  father  of  Mary,  formerly 
entered  the  laod  in  question  under  the  timber  culture  laws.     He  was 
a  cripple  and  an  invalid,  and  of  limited  means.    Mary  is  also  a  cripple 
and  very  weak  physically  and  mentally.    The  father   succeeded   in 
fencing  the  land  with  wire,  and  made  two  drains  or  ponds,  and  used 
the  land  as  a  pasture,  after  exhausting  his  resources  in  efforts  to  grow 
trees  on  the  land,  which  were  only  partially  successful.    The  evidence 
shows  that  desiring  to  create  a  home  for  his  crippled  child,  he  re- 
linquished his  entry  for  her  benefit.    She  made  the  entry  in  question. 
She  succeeded  in  having  built  a  house  of  small  value  on  the  land,  and 
established  residence  on  it  about  the  last  of  May,  1S91,  with  her  father 
and  mother,  and  remained  there  until  the  last  of  July,  1891,  when  they 
went  to  Clay  Center  for  medical  treatment  of  her  feet.    Soon  after 
reaching  that  place   her   mother,  who  was  the  only  member  of  the 
family  capable  of  labor,  was  taken  sick,  and  lingered  until  December, 
1802,  wlien  she  died.    A  few  days  after  the  death  of  the  mother  the 
defendant  married  one  Weibel,  wlio  did  not  own  a  home,  but  she  did 
not  return  to  the  land  until  March  9, 1893,  where  she  was  residing 
at  the  time  of  the  hearing.     It  seems  that  she  succeeded  in  borrowing 
money  sufficient  to  commute  her  homestead  to  a  cash  entry.    It  appears 
from  a  letter  from  her  former  attorney  attached  to  the  record,  that  her 
father  died  soon  after  her  mother,  and  that  pending  this  litigation  the 
defendant  has  become  insane  and  is  in  an  asylum.    The  land  is  being 
rented  out  for  pasturage,  for  which  purpose  it  is  best  adapted,  and  the 
proceeds  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant.    The  case  is  a  peculiar 
ooe,  and  presents  the  defendant  in  every  stage  of  its  progress  in  a  situ- 
ation of  such  helplessness  as  to  demand  the  upholding  of  her  entry,  if 
It  can  be  done  without  violence  to  the  law.    It  will  be  noted  that  plain- 
tifl'^s  counsel  insist  that  this  weakness  and  inability,  mental  and  phys- 
ical, made  her  ineligible  as  a  homesteader.     While  it  is  true  that  it  is 
the  policy  of  the  homestead  laws  to  encourage  agricultural  improve- 
ment and  development,  I  am  not  prepared  to  concede  that  they  are  so 
framed  as  to  deny  a  home  on  the  public  domain  to  those  who  are  too 
poor  to  make  improvements  and  too  helpless  physically  to  perforin  labor, 
bat  that  in  such  ciises,  following  the  spirit  of  the  law  rather  than  the 
letter,  good  faith  when  clearly  manifested  and  aa^ompanied  by  efforts 
at  improvement  commensurate  with  the  ability  of  the  entryman  will  be 
accepted  as  a  compliance  with  the  law.    In  the  case  of  Israel  Martel 
(6L.D.,566),it  was  held  that  the  rule  requiring  actual  residence  of  the 
claimant  on  the  land  for  six  months  preceding  final  entry  is  for  the 
purpose  of  testing  the  good  faith  of  the  settler,  and  where  that  is  other- 
wise shown,  temporary  absences  during  any  period  of  settlement  not 
inconsistent  with  an  honest  intention  to  comply  with  the  spirit  of  the 
law  will  be  accounted  a  constructive  residence.    (Nelson  v,  St.  Paul 
M.  &  M.  E.  E.  Co.,  ibid,  567)— 

The  poverty  of  the  claimant,  the  condition  of  his  family,  and  the  severity  of  the 
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climate  are  matters  entitled  to  consideration  in  determining  whether  due  compliance 
with  the  law  as  to  residence  has  been  shown. 

These  references  are  sufficient  to  show  the  humanity  of  the  law,  and 
the  weight  attaching  to  evidence  of  good  faith. 

I  am  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  established  res- 
idence on  the  land  after  her  entry,  and  maintained  it  in  the  spirit  of 
the  law  at  least  until  the  time  of  her  marriage  in  1892,  and  that  between 
that  time  and  her  return  to  the  land  in  March,  1893,  nothing  is  shown 
indicating  that  she  had  abandoned  her  intention  of  returning  to  the 
land  but  that  the  fact  \\iBt  what  household  efifects  she  owned  remained 
all  the  time  in  her  small  house  rather  indicates  an  intention  to  return. 
Even  if  it  was  to  be  held  that  her  constructive  residence  terminated 
with  the  death  of  her  mother  in  December,  1892,  six  months  from  that 
date  had  not  elapsed  when  Yinzant  filed  his  contest,  so  that  it  was 
premature  as  to  any  ground  for  contest  arising  after  December  18, 1892. 
If  any  such  ground  did  arise  it  is  now  only  a  question  between  her  and 
the  government. 

Under  extraordinary  difficulties  the  defendant  paid  the  government 
price  for  the  land,  and  I  think  she  should  have  the  benefit  of  it.  Your 
office  decision  is  accordingly  approved. 


TIMBER  I.A>ri>  ENTRY-AMEXDE1>  APPI.l<:ATIOX. 

GURINE   SOVDE. 

An  application  to  make  a  timber  land  entry  may  be  changed,  as  to  the  land  inclnded 
therein,  on  a  satisfactory  showing  that  after  the  date  of  the  original  applioa- 
tion,  and  prior  to  the  time  fixed  for  the  completion  of  the  entry,  the  timber  on 
the  tract  first  applied  for  was  destroyed  by  a  forest  fire,  through  no  fault  of  the 
applicant. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offiee^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  30, 1S96.  (E.  E.  W.) 

On  the  22d  of  May,  1894,  Gurine  Sovde  filed  an  application  in  due 
form  at  Duluth,  Minnesota,  to  purchase  the  NB.  \  Sec.  6,  T.  63  K., 
R.  19  W.,  under  the  timber  and  stone  act  of  Congress  of  June  3, 1878, 
as  amended  by  the  act  of  August  4, 1892.  The  register  and  receiver 
designated  the  13th  of  August,  1894,  as  the  time  for  making  proof  aud 
purchase,  and  the  applicant  published  notice  thereof  as  required  by  the 
said  act  of  Congress.  On  the  13th  of  August  she  declined  to  offer 
proof  or  make  purchase,  and  on  the  22d  of  September  following  she 
filed  an  application  to  amend  her  said  application  to  purchase  by  strik- 
ing out  the  said  NE.  J  Sec.  6,  T.  63  N.,  R.  19  W.,  and  substituting  the 
SE.  i  NW.  J  Sec.  10,  T.  59  N.,  R.  20  W.,  in  lieu  thereof.  With  this 
application,  and  as  ground  therefor,  she  also  filed  a  relinquishment  to 
the  United  States  of  all  interest  in  and  claim  to  the  said  NE.  \  Sec.  6, 
and  a  corroborated  affidavit  in  which  she  alleged  that  that  tract  was 
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valuable  chiefly  for  timber;  that  she  desired  to  purchase  it  only  for  the 
timber,  but  that  between  the  said  22d  of  May,  the  date  of  her  applica- 
tion to  purchase,  and  the  said  13th  of  August,  the  day  designated  for 
proof  and  purchase,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  1st  of  August,  1894,  a  forest 
fire  destroyed  all  the  valuable  timber  thereon  and  rendered  it  worthless; 
that  the  origin  or  cause  of  the  fire  was  unknown  to  her,  but  that  it  was 
not  chargeable  to  auy  fault  of  hers. 

The  register  and  receiver  did  not  pass  on  this  application  to  amend 
the  application  to  purchase,  but  on  the  16th  of  October,  1894,  they  trans- 
mitted it  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Oflice  with  the 
remark  that  it  appeared  to  them  to  be  meritorious. 

On  the  8th  of  December,  1894,  the  Commissioner  rejected  the  appli- 
cation in  a  decision  reading  in  part  as  follows,  to  wit: 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  net  of  June  3,  1878,  or  the  act  of  Angnst  4,  1890, 
amendatory  thereof  for  contingencies,  which  may  occur  by  Are  or  otherwise  destroy- 
ing timber,  the  chances  of  which  the  purchaser  mant  necessarily  take.  The  appli- 
cation is  therefore  rejected. 

It  was  error  to  reject  the  application.  The  decision  seems  to  deal 
with  the  applicant  as  if  she  had  already  actually  purchased,  but  she 
was  only  a  mere  applicant  to  purchase,  and  not  an  actual  purchaser. 
It  is  true  that  the  timber  and  stone  act  does  not  expressly  provide  for 
amendment  or  change  of  an  application  to  purchase,  but  it  is  also  true 
that  no  such  provision  is  contained  in  the  statute  authorizing  any  other 
kind  of  entry.  Nevertheless,  it  is  the  uniform  rule  of  the  Department 
to  allow  correction,  amendment  and  change  of  application  to  home- 
stead, before  actual  entry  and  segregation  of  the  land,  and  in  some 
cases  even  after  entry,  and  no  reason  is  seen  why  amendment  or  change 
of  an  application  to  purchase  under  the  timber  and  stone  act  may  not 
he  allowed.  In  this  case  there  had  been  no  entry,  no  segregation,  no 
adverse  right,  only  an  application  to  purchase,  and  before  the  day  came 
when  the  law  would  allow  such  purchase,  the  very  quality  of  the  land 
which  brought  it  within  the  class  subject  to  purchase  was  destroyed  by 
an  agency  for  which  the  applicant  was  not  responsible.  Then  simply 
hecanse  the  applicant  applied  to  purchase  this  particular  tract  while  it 
was  valuable  for  timber  shall  she  be  compelled  to  purchase  it  after  its 
value  has  been  destroyed  pending  the  delay  entailed  by  the  law,  or 
lose  her  right  to  purchase  under  the  law  at  all  f  It  is  the  opinion  of  the 
Department  that  the  law  is  too  liberal  in  its  character  to  admit  of  that 
construction. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is 
reversed,  and  the  applicant  will  be  permitted  to  change  her  applica- 
tion, as  asked,  and  to  make  entry  of  the  tract  now  applied  for  after  due 
notice  and  in  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim. 
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HOMESTEAD   ENTRY-FINAL  PROOF-HEIRS. 

Eliza  Willis?. 

In  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  homesteader  leaving  a  widow  and  heirs,  where  the 
final  proof  is  made  on  behalf  of  the  heirs,  and  it  appears  that  the  widow  has 
abandoned  her  rights,  the  proof  may  be  accepted,  and  the  patent  issue  to  the 
heirs  generally. 

Acthu/ Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  March  30,  1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

On  December  3,  1888,  James  Beagle  made  homestead  entry  of  tbe 
9E.  \  of  section  4,  township  109,  range  62,  within  the  land  district  of 
Huron,  South  Dakota,  and  died  on  September  16,  1890. 

On  August  10, 1894,  Eliza  Willis,  wife  of  J.  N.  Willis,  representing 
that  the  "  claimant's  family  consisted  of  a  wife,  no  children,  and  that 
his  wife  refused  to  live  on  the  land,''  made  final  proof  as  his  heir,  and 
final  certificate  issued  thereon.  • 

In  passing  upon  the  proof  it  was  held  by  your  office  that  '*  according 
to  the  homestead  law,  the  homestead  right  cannot  be  devised  away 
ft'om  the  widow,"  citing  Sec.  2291  of  the  lievised  Statutes,  and  the  reg- 
ister and  receiver  were  directed 

to  ascertain  the  residence  of  the  widow  of  the  deceased  entry  man,  and  advise  her 
that  she  will  be  allowed  sixty  days  f^om  receipt  of  notice,  within  which  to  faniisb 
the  linal  affidavit  in  said  case,  or  to  appeal,  and  in  the  event  of  failure  to  take  action 
within  the  time  speclfiedi  the  entry  which  is  hereby  held  for  cancellation,  will  be 
canceled  without  further  notice  from  this  office. 

Mrs.  Willis,  who  appears  to  be  the  sister  of  the  entryman,  has  filed, 
with  her  appeal  to  this  Department,  the  affidavit  of  her  husband 
stating 

that  the  wife  of  said  Beagle  not  only  refused  to  live  with  the  deceased  on  the  claim, 
but  abandoned  him  and  left  this  State ;  and  affiant  nor  Mrs.  Willis^  the  Unal  proof 
claimant,  neither  of  them  know  where  the  said  widow  is,  and  have  been  unable 
to  find  her  or  learn  where  she  is;  and  for  this  reason  supposing  the  heirs  had  the 
right  to  make  proof  where  the  widow  had  abandoned  her  rights,  the  heir  made  tbe 
final  proof.  And  that  said  widow  has  not  been  on  the  said  land  since  the  death  of 
the  claimant,  nor  made  auy  improvements  wbatever  on  the  laud;  i^nd  that  ail  the 
cultivation  and  improvement  that  have  been  put  on  the  land  since  the  claimant's 
decease  have  been  done  by  the  heirs  and  by  this  heir  who  made  final  proof. 

The  acceptance  of  the  final  proof  by  the  register  and  receiver  and 
the  issuance  of  final  certificate  is  equivalent  to  a  finding  in  favor  of 
the  contention  of  Mrs.  Willis  as  to  the  facts  upon  which  she  bases  her 
right,  to  wit,  the  failure  of  the  widow  to  cultivate,  her  abandonment  of 
her  husband,  of  the  land  and  of  the  State,  ignorance  of  her  address 
or  residence,  and  her  own,  Mrs.  WiDis'  heirship  and  compliance  with 
the  law  as  such  since  the  death  of  the  entryman.  The  register,  again, 
on  February  16, 1895,  reporting  an  effort  to  comply  with  the  directions 
of  your  office  as  to  notice  to  the  widow,  states  that  "this  office  has 
been  unable  to  ascertain  the  residence  of  the  widow  of  this  entryman." 
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It  is  not  deemed  necessaiy  or  proper  that  the  rights  of  the  widow  or 
the  facts  respecting  her  alleged  abandonment  of  her  husband  should 
be  the  subject  of  adjudication  at  this  time.  It  is  sufficient  to  find  that 
the  land  has  been  earned  from  the  government  and  that  the  equitable 
title  has  thereby  vested  in  some  rightful  party. 

Upon  the  death  of  an  entryman  the  right  to  acquire  patent  does  not 
devolve  so  absolutely  upon  his  widow  that  it  passes  to  her  heirs  at  her 
death.  This  Department  has  held  distinctly  otherwise  in  at  least  three 
cases.  Vide  Eichards  r.  Basmussen,  17  L.  D.,  212,  and  cases  there 
cited.  It  has  been  held,  furthermore,  that  the  widow  must  seasonably 
exercise  her  right  "  so  that  a  stranger  or  third  party  shall  not  be  injured 
or  materially  prejudiced  by  any  laches  of  her  own."  Or  vis  v.  Banks, 
2  L.  D.,  138.  In  that  case  the  ''third  party"  was  a  pre-emption  claim- 
ant, but  it  is  pertinent  here  as  indicating  the  character  or  nature  of  the 
widow's  right.  The  heirs  stand  next  to  her  in  the  order  of  statutory 
succession  and  if  she  should  die  before  the  exercise  of  her  right  they 
inherit,  not  from  her,  but  from  the  entryman.  In  principle,  the  right 
should,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  pass  to  the  heirs  in  the  event  of  failure 
of  the  widow,  from  any  cause,  to  e'xercise  it.  It  is  important  to  keep 
in  mind  the  true  relation  of  the  widow  to  the  entry,  that  is  to  say,  that 
no  right  can  pass  through  her.  Her  incapacity  to  make  final. proof 
resulting  from  death,  or  for  instance,  from  lunacy  after  interdiction, 
appears  to  me  not  to  be  distinguishable,  in  law,  in  so  far  as  it  affects  the 
heirs,  from  neglect  or  refusal  to  exercise  the  right.  Under  the  civil 
law  the  heirs  may  renounce  a  succession  and  in  that  case  the  next  heir 
takes  the  estate.  In  the  instant  case  the  widow's  conduct  amounts 
to  a  renunciation,  as  the  record  shows,  but  the  courts  are  open  to  her 
in  ease  the  record  be  misleading.  Meanwhile,  there  is  an  estate  that 
somebody  should  succeed  to  and  care  for. 

In  the  case  of  Thaddeus  M.  Armstrong,  18  L.  D.,  421,  final  proof 
was  made  by  the  guardian  of  a  minor  child,  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
widow,  but  the  entry  was  not  canceled  on  that  account,  and  an  order 
was  made  directing  the  suspension  of  the  entry  and  allowing  the  widow 
''a  reasonable  time  after  notice  within  which  to  assert  her  claim  as 
widow;"  thus  recognizing  that  in  the  event  of  the  widow's  inaction  the 
heir  may  succeed  to  the  entry. 

It  results  from  the  foregoing  reasoning  that  the  patent  should  issue 
to  the  heirs  generally,  and  it  is  now  so  ordered. 
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SCHOOL. LANI>-IXDEMNITY  SELECTIOX-DOUBLE  MIXIMITM  LAXD. 

State  of  Califobnia. 

A  Hchool  indemnity  selection  of  double  minimum  laud,  of  one  half  tbe  acreage  of 
a  single  minimum  loss,  mude  under  a  practice  of  the  Department  that  permitted 
such  selections,  and  that  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  State,  is  held  to  have  exhausted 
the  right  of  the  State  to  indemnity  so  far  as  such  basis  is  concerned. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OfiU'Cj 

March  31,  1896.  (G.  C.  R.) 

The  State  of  California  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  (''K") 
of  March  4,  1895,  rejecting  applications,  No.  2652  R.  &  R.  No.  71,  a,  b, 
and  c,  filed  April  7, 1892,  to  select  as  school  lands  lots  1, 2, 3  and  4,  the 
SW.  i  of  the  NE.  J,  the  S.  J  of  the  N W.  i  and  the  NE.  i  of  the  SW.  :|, 
Sec.  2,  and  lot  1,  Sec.  3,  T.  39  N.,  R.  5  E.,  and  the  SE.  i  of  the  SW.  J, 
Sec.  35,  T.  40  N.,  R.  5  E.,  embracing  in  all  409.11  acres,  in  lieu  of  deficits 
in  fractional  townships  48  N.,  R.  1  E.;  26  N.,  5  E.;  47  N.,  R.  5  E.,  and 
20  N.,  R.  8  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  Redding,  Ojilifornia. 

Your  office  states  that: 

The];ie  is  no  question  us  to  the  eligibility  of  the  delected  lands  or  of  the  existence 
of  the  deficiencies  assigned  as  bases  of  the  selection.  The  only  fact  shown  as  bearing 
against  the  validity  of  the  selection  is  that  x>ortion8  of  the  same  deiicits  have  here- 
tofore been  assigned  in  snpport  of  other  selections  of  one  half  the  acreage  of  said 
deiicits.  The  reason  for  this  anomalous  method  of  selection  lies  in  tbe  fact  that  in 
the  townships  wherein  the  deficits  occurred  the  lands  were  of  the  class  held  for  dis- 
posal at  $1.25  per  acre,  while  the  lauds  selected  had  been  increased  in  price  to  $2.50 
per  acre. 

It  thus  appears  that  in  the  present  selections  the  same  deficits  are 
assigned,  as  had  once  been  employed  to  support  selections  which  appear 
to  have  been  allowed  under  an  established  practice  of  your  office. 

The  State  contends,  however,  that  inasmuch  as  only  one  acre  of 
indemnity  was  allowed  to  two  acres  lost  in  the  prior  adjustment,  the 
former  selection  should  be  regarded  as  having  been  made  acre  for  acre, 
leaving  the  deficits  in  support  of  the  present  selection  unsatisfied,  and 
therefore  valid  bases. 

Your  office  admits  that  the  State  only  secured  as  indemnity  one  half 
the  acreage  employed  as  basis  for  the  selections;  but  you  deny  the 
right  of  the  State  to  use  the  same  basis  for  a  new  selection,  to  make  up 
the  difference,  on  the  grounds  that  when  the  first  selection  was  made, 
the  State,  through  its  officers,  was  a  party  to  and  acquiesced  in  that 
adjustment,  and  should  therefore  be  held  to  it. 

Section  3398  of  the  Political  Code  of  California  provides  that: 

The  surveyor  general  is  the  general  a;;ent  of  the  State  for  the  location  in  the 
United  States  land-offices  of  the  unsold  portion  of  five  hundred  thousand  acres  of 
land  granted  to  the  State  for  school  purposes,  and  the  sixteenth  and  thirty  sixth 
sections  granted  for  the  use  of  public  schools,  and  lands  in  lieu  thereof. 
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Such  general  agent  was  thus  empowered  to  make  selections  of  lieu 
lands  for  the  granted  sections;  this  officer  made  the  selection,  agreeing 
to  select,  and  did  select,  double  minimum  lands  in  one  half  the  acreage 
employed  in  the  bases.  The  practice  of  allowing  double  minimum 
selections  for  single  minimum  bases  was  thereafter  (4  L.  D.,  76;  5  L.  D., 
543,)  discontinued,  it  being  held  in  the  decision  last  quoted  that  ^'it 
was  not  intended  that  such  lands  (double  minimum)  should  be  selected 
in  lieu  of  lost  school  sections."  This  decision  was  overruled  in  State 
of  Oregon,  18  L.  D,,  443,  where  it  was  held  that  the  State  is  entitled  to 
select  for  lauds  lost  in  place  other  lands,  act^e  for  acre,  regardless  of 
price,  whether  single  or  double  minimum.  The  last  named  case,  how- 
ever, was  based  principally  upon  the  grounds  that  the  act  of  February 
28,  1891,  amending  sections  2275  and  2276  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
used  language  plain  and  unambiguous,  and  was  regarded  as  a  legisla- 
tive interpretation  of  previously  existing  laws. 

But  when  the  selection  was  first  made  by  the  constituted  powers  of 
the  State,  the  practice  of  allowing  selections  of  double  minimum  lands 
for  half  the  acreage  of  the  single  minimum  bases  employed  was  in 
vogue,  and,  as  above  seen,  this  was  acquiesced  in,  the  adjustment  was 
made,  and  the  matter  settled. 

When  adjustments  of  school  land  indemnity  have  been  made  and 
long  acquiesced  in  by  the  State  under  an  interpretation  of  the  law 
either  by  your  office  or  this  Department,  that  adjustment  cannot  be 
disturbed  by  a  subsequent  and  more  liberal  interpretation;  for  until 
a  rule  is  changed  it  has  all  the  force  of  law,  and  acts  done  under  it 
while  it  is  in  force  must  be  regarded  as  legal.  Miner  v.  Mariott,  2  L.  D., 
709;  William  Thompson,  8  L.  D.,  104. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


RAILROAI>  L.ANI>S-SECTIC)N  3,  ACT  OF  MARCH  »,  1887. 

Southern  Pacific  R.  K.  Co.  v.  Baer. 

Cndcr  a  pre-emption  claim  embracing  land  open  to  settlement  at  date  of  filing 
declaratory  statement,  on  which  the  final  proof  as  made  in  accepted  as  to  part 
of  the  laud  and  patent  issued  therefor,  but  rejected  as  to  the  remainder,  and  the 
filing  to  snch  extent  erroneously  canceled  on  account  of  a  railroad  grant,  the 
provisions  of  section  3,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  authorize  the  restoration  of  the 
settler  to  his  original  rights,  and  the  recognition  of  his  claim  in  its  entirety  as 
against  a  subsequent  indemnity  selection  of  the  tract  erroneously  eliminated 
from  his  entry  in  the  first  instance. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  GommisHioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

April  3,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

The  tract  here  involved,  viz :  the  S.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  13,  T.  13 
S.,  R.  23  B.,  Visalia,  California,  laud  district,  is  within  the  indemnity 
limits  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Eailroad,  under  its  grant  of  July  27, 


430  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE    PUBLIC   LANDS. 

1866  (14  Stat.,  292),  the  order  for  the  withdrawal  on  account  of  which 
was  made  by  your  office  letter  of  March  3,  1877. 

On  September  7,  1880,  Crist  C.  Baer  filrd  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  SB.  J  of  said  section  13,  alleging  settlement  thereon 
February  15,  1880.  After  due  notice  he  offered  final  proof  in  8upi>ort 
of  his  claim  to  the  entire  quarter  section,  but  this  proof  was  rejected  by 
the  register  and  receiver  as  to  the  S.  J  of  said  SE.  J  on  account  of  the 
indemnity  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company.  The  local  officers  informed  him,  however,  that  they  would 
accept  his  proof  as  to  the  N.  ^  of  the  SE.  J,  which  was  not  embraced  in 
the  indemnity  withdrawal,  if  he  desired  to  take  that.  Baer  accordingly, 
after  having  tendered  payment  for  the  entire  SE.  J  and  formally  pro- 
tested against  the  rejection  of  liis  proof  as  to  the  S.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  con- 
sented to  purchase  the  K.  i  of  said  quarter  section,  and  on  December 
10, 1881,  patent  was  issued  to  him. 

August  9,  1884,  the  S.  ^  of  the  SE.  ^  of  said  section  was  selected  by 
the  railroad  companj^  in  its  list  of  that  date. 

March  26, 1886,  Baer  filed  petition  asking  that  he  be  allowed  to  par- 
chase  the  S.  ^  of  said  quarter  section,  in  accordance  with  his  original 
application,  on  the  proof  already  offered  by  him.  In  support  of  this 
petition  he  submitted  his  own  affidavit  in  which  he  alleges  that  he 
settled  on  the  land  in  question  on  the  15th  of  February,  1880,  prior  to 
survey,  and  was  instrumental  in  having  it  surveyed;  that  he  filed  pre- 
emption declaratory  statement  for  the  entire  SE.  J  of  said  section  and 
offered  proof  and  payment  therefor;  that  he  agreed  that  final  certificate 
should  issue  for  the  N.  J  of  the  SE.  J  only  at  the  suggestion  and  by  the 
advice  of  the  local  officers;  that  he  never  consented  to  nor  acquiesced 
in  the  rejection  of  his  claim  to  the  S.  J  of  said  SE.  J,  but  employed  a 
lawyer  to  appeal  from  such  action ;  that  he  believed  appeal  had  been 
duly  filed,  and  rested  on  his  rights  in  tbe  premises  until  he  learned 
that  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  had  sold  sjud  tract;  that 
he  has  never  abandoned  his  claim  to  the  entire  tract  originally  entered 
by  him,  but  stands  ready  at  any  time  to  pay  the  additional  money  that 
was  refused  by  the  local  officers. 

Your  office  held,  by  letter  of  February  19, 1895,  that  Baer  was  entitled 
to  the  entire  tract  originally  applied  for  by  him,  that  the  company's 
selection  of  the  S.  ^  of  the  SE.  J  should  be  canceled,  and  that  ui>on  the 
surrender  by  Baer  of  his  patent  for  the  K.  ^  of  the  SE.  J,  new  patent 
would  issue  to  him  for  the  entire  SE.  J  of  said  section  13. 

From  this  action  the  railroad  company  has  ap])ealed,  assigning  as 
error : 

1.  That  the  case  in  res  judicata  by  the  former  action  of  the  register  and  receiTer, 
and  the  issue  and  acceptance  of  a  patent  by  Mr.  Baer  for  said  N.  ^  S£.  i. 

2.  That  it  was  error  to  hold  that  Mr.  Baer  could  now  pay  for  said  S.  i  SE.  ^  and 
receive  a  patent  on  preemption  proof  made  nearly  fifteen  years  ago. 

3.  That  it  was  error  to  refuse  to  recognize  and  affirm  the  right  of  said  company 
under  its  selection  of  August  9,  1884,  which  selection  was  made  after  a  final  decision 
in  favor  of  the  company. 
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In  the  case  of  Holmes  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (5  L.  D., 
333),  Holmes  made  homestead  entry  for  a  tract  of  eighty  acres  in  an 
even  section,  together  with  a  tract  of  eighty  acres  in  an  adjoining  odd 
section.  This  entry  was  canceled  by  decision  of  the  Department  in  so 
far  as  it  covered  the  land  in  the  odd  section,  being  in  conflict  with  a 
railroad  grant,  and  Holmes  received  patent  for  the  eighty  acres  in  the 
even  section.  Subsequently,  he  filed  petition  asking  to  have  his  entry 
reinstated  as  to  the  land  in  the  odd  section,  which  had  been  canceled 
as  aforesaid,  claiming  that  said  tract  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to 
the  railroad  company  by  the  homestead  entry  of  one  Miller  that  existed 
at  the  date  of  withdrawal,  and  which  was  canceled  after  withdrawal 
aud  prior  to  Holmes'  entry.  The  railroad  company  opposed  this  peti- 
tion on  the  grounds  that  the  question  as  to  whether  Holmes  or  the 
company  had  the  better  right  to  this  tract  was  res  judicata;  that 
Holmes,  by  his  acceptance  of  patent  for  eighty  acres  had  shown  his 
acquiescence  in  the  decision  of  the  Department;  and  that  he  had 
exhausted  his  homestead  right.  On  investigation  it  was  found  that 
the  allegations  contained  in  Holmes'  petition  were  true,  and,  further, 
that  he  had  remained  in  possession  of  said  tract  and  continued  to 
improve  it  up  to  the  date  of  his  petition.  The  Department  thereuiwn 
held  that  said  tract  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  company  and 
the  question  of  reinstatement  was  one  solely  between  Holmes  and  the 
government;  that  his  entry  had  been  erroneously  canceled  as  to  said 
tract  and  it  was  accordingly  directed  that  upon  his  surrender  of  the 
patent  already  held  by  him  that  patent  issue  to  him  for  the  entire  tract 
embraced  in  his  original  entry,  it  appearing  that  his  final  proof  covered 
the  entire  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres. 

The  case  of  Michael  Donovan  (8  L.  D.,  382,)  is  even  more  directly  in 
l>oint,  being  almost  exactly  parallel  with  the  present  case.  In  1866, 
certain  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  Southern  Minnesota 
Railroad  were  withdrawn  on  ac(!onnt  of  the  grant  to  said  railroad  com- 
pany. At  the  date  of  withdrawal  the  E.  J  of  the  KW.  J  of  a  certain  odd 
Kection  within  said  indemnity  limits,  together  with  an  adjoining  eighty 
acre  tract  in  an  even  section,  was  embraced  in  the  homestead  entry  of 
one  Lyman  Barkley,  which  was  canceled  January  14, 1868.  On  June 
6, 1868,  Michael  Donovan  presented  his  homestead  application  for  all 
of  the  land  embraced  in  the  former  entry  of  Barkley,  and  was  informed 
by  the  local  oflBcers  that  he  would  be  allowed  to  enter  the  eighty  acres 
in  the  even  section,  but  would  not  be  allowed  to  enter  the  eighty  acres  in 
the  odd  section,  as  the  same  was  railroad  laud  and  not  subject  to  entry. 
He  thereupon  made  entry  of  the  land  in  the  even  section,  and  on  July 
1, 1875,  received  patent  therefor.  Subsequently  to  the  application  of 
Donovan,  the  railroad  company  selected  said  tract  in  the  odd  section, 
and  on  March  25, 1871,  it  was  certified  to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of 
the  railroad  company.  In  1888,  Donovan  filed  petition  asking  that 
proceedmgs  be  instituted  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  5o6)^ 
to  restore  to  the  United  States  title  to  the  eighty  acre  tract  in  the  odd 
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section  aforesaid,  and  that  he  be  permitted  to  perfect  entry  therefor 
according  to  his  original  application. 
The  third  section  of  said  act  of  March  3, 1887,  reads  as  follows: 

That  if,  in  the  adjastment  of  said  grants,  it  shall  appear  that  the  homestead  or  pre- 
emption entry  of  any  bona  fide  settler  has  been  erroneously  canceled  on  acconnt  of 
any  railroad  grant  or  the  irithdrawal  of  public  lands  from  market,  sach  settler  npou 
application  shall  be  re^instated  in  all  his  rights  and  allowed  to  perfect  his  entry  by 
complying  with  the  pnblic  land  laws:  Provided^  That  he  has  not  located  another 
claim  or  made  an  entry  in  lieu  of  the  one  so  erroneously  canceled:  And  provided  also, 
That  he  did  not  voluntarily  abandon  said  original  entry :  And  provided  further.  That 
if  any  of  said  settlers  do  not  renew  their  application  to  be  re-instated  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  to  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  then  all  such  nn claimed 
lands  shall  be  disposed  of  under  the  public  land  laws,  with  priority  of  right  given  to 
bona  fide  purchasers  of  said  unclaimed  lands,  if  any,  and  if  there  be  no  such  pur- 
chasers, then  to  bona  fide  settlers  residing  thereon. 

The  Department  held  that: 

It  was  undoubtedly  the  intention  of  the  act  to  protect  the  bona  fi4e  settler  in  all 
his  rights  as  against  the  railroad  company,  and,  therefore,  the  object  and  purpose  of 
section  three,  above  quoted,  was  not  only  to  correct  all  decisions  made  by  the  Depart- 
ment or  the  General  Land  Office,  erroneously  canceling  the  homestead  or  pre-emption 
entry  of  any  bona  fide  settler  to  lands  within  railroad  grants,  whether  said  lands  had 
been  certified  to  the  company  or  not,  but,  also,  to  re-instate  the  settler  in  al)  his 
rights  to  lands  upon  which  he  may  have  settled,  and  for  which  his  application  to 
file  or  enter  may  have  been  rejected  by  the  local  ofiice,  provided  it  be  shown  that 
said  application  to  file  or  enter  was  erroneously  rejected,  and  that  the  settler  had 
not  located  another  claim  or  made  entry  in  lieu  of  the  land  for  which  his  applica- 
tion to  file  or  enter  had  been  so  erroneously  rejected.  In  such  case,  the  Department 
is  re-invested  with  Jurisdiction  to  re-instate  the  settler  in  all  his  rights,  and  allow 
him  to  perfect  his  entry  or  filing  by  complying  with  the  public  land  laws,  if  appli- 
cation to  be  re-instated  in  such  rights  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time. 

It  was  accordingly  directed  that  demand  be  made  upon  the  railroad 
company  for  reconveyance  of  the  land,  and  in  case  the  company  refused 
to  reconvey,  the  matter  was  to  be  submitted  to  the  Attorney  General 
for  the  purpose  of  instituting  proct^ediugs  against  the  company  to  have 
said  certitication  canceled,  as  provided  for  by  the  second  section  of  said 
act  of  March  3,  1887,  Donovan's  application  being  suspended  in  the 
meantime. 

In  the  present  case,  it  is  clear  that  when  Baer  filed  his  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  for  the  SE.  \  of  section  13,  the  whole  of  said 
tract  was  open  public  laud,  subject  to  entry  under  the  pre-emption 
or  homestead  laws.  (Titamore  v.  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Company,  19 
L.  D.,  249.)  His  filing  was  erroneously  canceled,  therefore,  as  to  the 
S.  J  of  said  SE.  J.  He  comes  fully  within  the  remedial  provisions  of 
the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  and  is  entitled  to  a  restoration  of  his  original 
rights. 

Your  ofiice  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed,  and  upon  the  surrender 
by  Baer  of  the  patent  now  held  by  him  for  the  N.  .J  of  the  SE.  j^  of 
said  section  13,  and  payment  by  him  for  the  S.  ^  of  the  SE.  ^  of  said 
section,  you  will  cancel  the  railroad  company's  selection,  and  issue  pat- 
ent to  Baer  for  the  entire  SE.  |,  it  appearing  that  the  j)roof  submitted 
by  him  covered  the  entire  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres. 
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PRACTICE-PROCEEDIXGS  ON  REPORT  OP  SPECIAL.  AGENT. 

Eva  Malt)  Ferguson. 

Wliere  an  entry  is  held  for  cancellation  on  the  report  of  a  special  ngent,  subject  to 
the  right  of  the  entryman  to  apply  for  a  hearing,  and  the  ontryman  declines  to 
ask  for  saeh  hearing  but  appeals,  such  action  on  his  part  will  be  taken  as  an 
admission  of  the  facts  as  fonnd  below,  on  which  final  Judgment  may  be  properly 
rendered  by  the  Department. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Cofnmis^ioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

AprU  4, 1896.  (0.  J.  G.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  case  is  the  SE.  i  of  NW.  J,  Sec.  10,  T.  46  ST., 
R.  8  W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin. 

On  May  27^  1893,  Eva  Hand  Fergason  made  homestead  entry  fo^ 
said  land,  and  on  August  8,  1894,  commuted  the  same  to  cash  entry.    ; 

On  November  10,  1894,  upon  the  report  of  a  special  agent,  youy 
office  held  said  entry  for  cancellation,  at  the  same  time  advising  claim* 
aut  that  she  would  be  aillowed  sixty  days  in  which  to  apply  for  a  hear^ 
ing  to  show  cause  why  her  entry  should  be  sustained. 

Claimant  neglected  to  apply  for  a  hearing,  but  on  January  5, 1895, 
appealed  to  this  Department  from  your  said  office  decision,  claiming 
that  said  decision  allowed  her  sixty  days  within  which  either  to  appl; 
for  a  hearing  before  the  local  office,  or  to  appeal  to  this  Department.    • 

By  your  office  letter  of  January  29,  1895,  said  ai)peal  was  denied,  on 
the  ground  that  under  the  rules  of  practice  your  office  decision  of  No- 
vember 10,  1894,  was  an  interlocutory  order  from  which  an  appeal  doe» 
not  lie.  It  was  also  denied  that  there  was  anything  in  the  order  of 
November  10, 1894,  to  warrant  the  statement  that  claimant  would  be 
allowed  to  api>eal  from  said  order  to  this  Department.  Claimant,  how- 
ever, was  granted  another  sixty  days  within  which  to  apply  for  a  hear- 
iug  before  the  local  office  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  said  order. 

Upon  the  refusal  of  claimant  to  take  advantage  of  the  second  oppor^ 
tunity  afforded  her  to  submit  testimony  in  support  of  her  claim,  your 
office  by  letter  of  March  20, 1895,  canceled  her  entry,  and  the  local  office 
was  instructed  to  hold  the  land  in  question  subject  to  entry  by  the  first 
legal  applicant. 

Claimant  has  again  appealed  to  this  Department  from  your  said 
office  decisions. 

Acting  under  the  rules  of  practice,  your  office  treated  its  decision  of 
November  10, 1894,  as  an  interlocutory  order,  and  denied  appeal  there- 
from. In  the  recent  case  of  Patrick  Fox  (20  L.  D.,  468)  the  Department 
held  however  that: — 

Where  an  entry  is  held  for  cancellation  on  the  report  of  a  special  agent,  subject 
to  tbe  right  of  the  entryman  to  apply  for  a  hearing  to  show  caase  why  his  entry 
should  be  sustained,  the  entryman  may  decline  to  apply  for  a  hearing,  and  appeal  tof 
the  Department  for  a  consideration  of  his  case  as  it  stands  on  the  record. 
10332— VOL  22 28 


434  DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

In  view  of  this  authority,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  claimant 
elected  to  treat  your  office  decision  of  November  10, 1894,  as  a  final 
judgment,  this  Department  under  its  supervisory  authority  may  prop- 
erly render  decision  on  the  record  submitted. 

The  special  agent  in  his  report  alleged  that  claimant  never  estab 
lished  residence  on  the  laud  in  question,  was  never  on  it  but  twice,  and 
that  she  made  the  entry  at  the  instance  and  in  the  interest  of  another 
person. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Northern  Pacific  Coal  Company  (16 
L.  D.,  259),  it  was  held  that  a  refusal  and  neglect  to  apply  for  a  hearing, 
under  an  order  of  your  office  holding  an  entry  for  cancellation  on  the 
report  of  a  special  agent,  constitutes  an  admission  of  the  truthfulness 
of  the  charges  on  which  said  order  is  predicated. 

Accompanying  claimant's  appeal  to  this  Department  are  several 
sffidavi^  filed  for  the  purpose  of  refuting  the  charges  contained  in  the 
special  agent's  re})ort.  But  there  is  nothing  in  said  affidavits  to  show 
that  claimant's  residence,  if  established,  has  been  maintained,  and  no 
lefhtation  whatever  of  the  charge  that  the  entry  was  made  for  specula- 
tive purposes. 

In  the  case  of  W.  H.  H.  Findley  (6  L.  D.,  777)  it  was  held  (syllabus): 

If  an  entry  is  held  for  canceUation  on  the  report  of  a  special  agent  charging  snffi- 
oient  cause  therefor,  and  the  en  try  man,  after  the  notice,  fails  to  apply  for  a  hearing, 
■Dch  failure  is  taken  as  a  confession  of  the  charge,  and  a  waiver  of  any  claims  of 
to  the  land;  and  if  the  entry  is  finally  canceled,  the  entryman  has  uojastgronnd 
lor  complaint. 

Your  office  proceedings  in  this  case  have  been  regular,  and  the  deci- 
sion of  March  20, 1895,  canceling  claimant's  entry  is  hereby  affirmed. 


TOWNSITB  V.  Traitgh  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  18, 1895,  21 
L.  D.,  496,  and  for  rehearing  in  the  case,  granted  by  Acting  Secretary 
Eeynolds,  April  6,  1896. 

PRACmCE- APPEAL-ATTORNEY. 

Elijah  D.  Steen. 

An  appeal  taken  by  an  attorney  who  has  not  been  admitted  to  practice  befce  the 
Department  will  be  dismissed,  if  after  due  notice  to  him,  and  to  the  appellant, 
he  fails  to  take  the  requisite  steps  to  !«ecure  recognition. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

April  6^  1896.  (G.C.R.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  March  12,  1896,  you  transmit  the  papers  in 
the  case  of  ex  parte  Elijah  D.  Steen,  iDcludiug  an  appeal  filed  iu  the 
local  office  at  Valentine,  Nebraska,  July  23,  1896,  from  your  office  deci- 
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sion  of  Mk3P^lZvl395,  which  denied  his  application  to  amend  his  timber- 
culture  entry  Ko.  7M&t  covering  the  S.  }  of  the  iSE.  |  and  the  S.  ^  of 
the  S W.  J  of  Sec.  32,  T.  28  K^  R.  32,  so  as  to  embrace  the  S.  J  of  the 
NW.  J  and  the  E,  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  a.ec.  15,  T.  27  N.,  R.  31  W.,  in  said 
land  district. 

The  appeal  was  filed  by  one  F.  M.  Walcott,  as  attorney  for  Steen. 

Tbe  records  of  yonr  office  failing  to  sliow  that  Walcott  had  complied 
with  the  regulations  in  regard  to  attorneys,  your  office,  on  August  10, 
1805,  directed  that  appellant  be  notified  ^'  that  he  will  be  allowed  fifteen 
days  within  which  to  file  a  proper  api)eal,  or  to  have  Lis  attorney  com- 
ply with  said  regulations.'^  Specific  directions  were  also  given  to  fur- 
nish Steen  and  his  attorney  (Walcott)  with  a  copy  of  your  said  office 
letter  of  August  10, 1805,  which  further  advised  the  appellant  that 
palmers  relating  to  a  compliance  with  the  regulations  respecting  attor- 
neys should  be  filed  "in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.'' 

On  September  10, 1805,  the  local  officers  forwarded  to  your  office  cer- 
tain pai>ers  relating  to  Mr.  Walcott's  compliance  with  the  regulations, 
and  these  papers  were  forwarded  by  your  office  to  this  Department,  on 
September  28^  1805.  This  was  all  that  was  done  by  appellant  or  his 
attorney  in  the  matter  of  compliance  with  your  office  instructions. 

In  your  said  letter  transmitting  the  papers  includiug  the  appeal,  it  is 
stated  that  the  records  of  your  office  did  not  then  (March  12, 1806,) 
show  that  Mr.  Walcott  had  been  admitted  to  practice  before  the  Depart- 
ment, and  the  case  was  submitted  "for  such  action  as  you  may  deem 
proper." 

It  apjiears  that  Mr.  Walcott's  application  for  admission  to  practice 
before  this  Department  was  duly  received  and  considered,  and  on 
October  26, 1805,  he  was  called  on  to  comply  with  regulation  No.  7. 
This  regulation  is  as  follows : 

An  appHcant  for  admiMion  to  practice  ander  tbe  above  regnlations  must  address 
a  letter  to  tbe  Secretary  of  tbe  Interior,  inclosing  tbe  certificate  and  oatb  above 
required,  in  wbich  letter  bis  full  name  and  post  office  address  must  be  given.'  He 
muht  state  wbetber  or  not  he  has  ever  been  recognized  as  attorney  or  agent  before 
this  Department  or  any  bureau  tbereof,  and  if  so,  wbetber  be  bas  ever  been  sus- 
pended or  disbarred  {torn  practice.  He  must  also  state  wbetber  be  bolds  any  office 
of  trust  or  profit  under  tbe  government  of  tbe  United  States. 

The  regnlations  for  the  recognition  of  attorneys  and  agents  are  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  by  virtue  of  the  act  approved 
July  4,  1884  (Vol.  23,  U.  8.  Stat.,  p.  101),  and  section  5408  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  prescribes  a  penalty  for 

every  officer  of  tbe  United  States,  a  person  bolding  any  place  of  trust  or  profit 

frbo  acts  as  an  agent  or  attorney  for  prosecuting  auj^  claim  against  tbe 

United  States,  or  in  any  manner,  or  by  any  means,  otberwise  tban  in  discbari^e  of 
his  official  duties,  aids  or  assists  in  tbe  prosecution  or  support  of  any  sucb  claim,  or 
receives  any  gratuity,  or  any  sbare  of  or  interest  in  any  claim  from  tbe  claimant 
against  the  United  States,  etc. 

Regulation  No.  7  was,  therefore,  made  for  the  protection  of  both  the 
attorney  seeking  recognition  and  the  government. 
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A  recent  examination  of  the  records  shows  that  Mr.  Walcott  has 
either  neglected  or  ignored  the  plain  requirements  of  this  Department, 
as  set  forth  in  the  letter  addressed  to  him  about  five  months  since. 

Had  appellant  not  been  notified  that  his  attorney  had  failed  to  take 
the  requisite  steps  to  secure  his  recognition  before  this  Department  as 
an  attorney,  it  would  not  be  proper  to  dismiss  his  appeal.  Tucker  r. 
Nelson,  9  L.  D.,  520.  But  he  was  in  fact  notified-,  as  evidenced  by  the 
attempted  effort  of  his  attorney  to  be  recognized.  Your  office  appesirn 
to  have  fully  complied  with  Practice  Bule  No.  S2  and  notified  the  claim- 
ant of  his  defective  appeal,  and  gave  him  the  fifteen  days  therein  pre- 
scribed to  amend  it,  and  plainly  advised  him  what  was  required.  It  in 
possible  that  he  depended  upon  his  attorney  to  perfect  the  appeal,  bnt 
that  cannot  ^excuse  him  in  the  light  of  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record. 
He  trusted  his  case  to  an  attorney,  who  has  failed  to  comply  with  the 
regulations  entitling  him  to  recognition.  He  has  failed,  after  notice,  to 
file  a  proper  appeal,  and  the  so-called  appeal  cannot  be  considered. 

The  same  is,  therefore,  dismissed,  and  the  papers  are  herewith 
returned  for  the  files  of  your  office.  Let  Mr.  Steen  be  notified  of  the 
action  herein  taken  by  sending  to  him  a  copy  of  this  decision. 


Prouty  r.  CONDIT. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  January  21,  1896,  22 
L.  D.,  54,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Reynolds,  April  6, 1896, 


FINAL.  PROOF-PRACTICE-NOTICE. 

Clapp  v.  Kellogg. 

Final  proof  taken  by  the  regiBter  and  receiver  oat«ide  of  office  hoars  may  be  oouBid* 
ered,  where  it  appears  to  have  been  so  taken  becaase  the  witnesses  coald  not 
attend  at  any  other  time,  and  that  their  testimony  was  submitted  with  due 
opportunity  for  cross-examination  by  tho  adverse  claimant. 

In  the  case  of  a  hearing  ordered  on  the  application  of  an  adverse  claimant,  the  notice 
of  such  proceedinff  should  be  personally  served  on  the  entryman. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  ApHl  6, 1896.  (C.  W.  T.) 

By  your  letter  of  April  16, 1895,  you  transmitted  the  appeal  of  Walter 
P.  Kellogg  from  your  office  decision  of  February  7, 1895,  rejecting  his 
final  proof  on  his  pre-emption  claim,  No.  4143,  to  the  S.  i  of  the  NW.  ^ 
and  the  S.  ^  of  the  NB.  J  of  section  25,  T.  7  S.,  R.  73  W.,  Leadville  land 
district,  Colorado. 

I  cannot  concur  in  your  decision. 

It  appears  from  the  report  of  the  register  and  receiver  that  two  of 
the  claimant's  witnesses,  Jones  and  Cowboy,  were  railroad  employees, 
and  had  to  appear  at  their  office  out  of  office  hours — ope  of  them  before 
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9  A.  M.,  and  the  other  after  4  P.  M.  Miss  Clapp,  who  appeared  as 
prot^stanty  therefore  dictated  the  questions  she  desired  to  ask  these 
witnesses,  which  were  taken  down  by  the  register  as  dictated  and  pro- 
pounded to  the  witnesses,  and  the  questions  and  answers  sent  by  the 
local  officers  to  your  office,  with  the  proof. 

Uj}on  the  ground  that  these  witnesses  were  examined  out  of  office 
liours,  your  office  rejected  Kellogg's  proof,  and  required  him  to  make 
new  proof. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  was  error.  I  think,  under  the  circumstances, 
that  the  local  officers  were  warranted  in  their  action. 

But  it  appearing  from  the  record  that  notice  of  the  hearing  ordered 
by  your  office  letter  of  September  21, 1893,  as  provided  by  rule  5  of 
Bules  of  Practice,  was  given  by  registered  letter,  and  that  Miss  Olapp 
did  not  appear  at  the  hearing,  I  think  another  hearing  should  be 
ordered. 

The  plaintilSr,  Mary  Clapp,  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement, 
No.  4103,  for  the  Is  W.  J,  Sec.  24,  T.  7  8.,  R.  73  W.,  Leadville  land  dis- 
trict, Colorado,  on  April  4, 1890,  alleging  settlement  on  March  10, 1800, 
which  was  amended  by  your  office  letter  of  March  9, 1892,  to  the  XW. 
^  of  section  25,  of  the  same  township  and  range. 

On  August  16, 1890,  Kellogg  filed  his  preemption  declaratory  stat^* 
ment,  No.  4143,  alleging  settlement  on  August  1, 1890.  Kellogg  made 
final  proof  beforer  the  register  on  March  14, 1893,  and  on  the  30th  of  that 
month  certificate  and  receipt.  No.  1567,  were  issued  in  his  favor. 

After  the  allowance  of  Kellogg's  entry.  Miss  Clapp  addressed  several 
letters  to  your  office,  calling  attention  to  the  charge  made  by  her  at  the 
time  of  Kellogg's  final  proof,  that  Kellogg  had  never  lived  upon  or  cul- 
tivated the  tract  as  required  by  law,  and  asking  the  setting  aside  of 
his  claim  and  the  "recovery"  of  her  own:  Whereupon  a  hearing  was 
ordered. 

Where  there  is  an  adverse  claimant  under  a  x)re-emption  filing,  and 
the  pre-emptor  publishes  notice  of  his  intention  to  make  final  proof,  the 
adverse  claimant  is  entitled  to  be  specially  cited.  The  notification  to 
him  need  not  be  by  personal  service  but  may  be  by  registered  letter,  or 
unregistered  letter,  the  receipt  of  which  is  shown,  or  acknowledged. 
{Reno  r.  Cole,  15  L.  D.,  174.)  But  it  is  well  settled  that  notice  of  con- 
test by  registered  letter  is  not  personal  service  within  the  meaning  of 
rule  9,  of  Rules  of  Practice,  and  such  notice  is  bad  as  notice  made  under 
said  rule.     (Elting  v.  Terhune,  18  L.  D.,  586). 

The  case  at  bar  is  clearly  an  adversary  proceeding,  the  result  of  which 
wiU  virtually  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  land  in  question. 
Hence  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  contest,  and,  as  such,  requires  personal 
service  of  the  notice  of  hearing  (Parish  v.  Jay  19  L.  D.,  405). 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  reversed,  with  instructions  to 
return  the  case  to  the  local  officers  for  proceedings  de  novo  on  your 
order  for  hearing  of  September  21, 1893. 


438  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 


Joel  E.  Davis  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  October  18, 1895, 21 
L.  D.,  318,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Keynolds,  April  6, 1896. 


HAILBOAD  GRANT— INDEMNITY  SELECTIONS-HOMESTEAD  ENTRY. 

Grinnell  r.  Southern  Pacific  E.  R.  Co. 

A  list  of  indemnity  selections  rejected  by  the  local  office  on  account  of  the  com- 
pany's failnre  to  designate  losses  in  lien  of  selections  made  prior  to  the  circular 
of  August  4,  1885,  does  not  operate  tp  reserve  the  lands  included  therein  from 
homestead  entry. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  tfis  Commissions  a/ the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  L  H.)  April  6',  1S95.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Emory  £.  Grinnell  from  your  office 
decision  of  January  12, 1895,  holding  for  cancellation  his  homestead 
entry  covering  the  S.  J  SW.  J,  Sec.  35,  T.  26  S,,  R.  20  E.,  M.  I).  M., 
Visalia  land  district,  California,  for  conflict  with  the  indemnity  selec- 
tion by  the  Southern  Pacific  railroad  company. 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  com* 
pany  under  the  act  of  July  27, 18G6,  and  was  included  in  a  list  of  selec- 
tions filed  by  the  company  December  9, 1885,  Relative  to  said  list  your 
office  decision  states :  "  This  application  was  allowed  and  went  to  record 
as  a  selection.  May  10, 1802,  but  the  company's  rights  thereunder  relate 
back  to  the  date  when  the  application  was  presented." 

In  its  answer  to  the  appeal  the  company  states: 

The  railroad  company  applied  to  select  said  tract  December  9, 1885,  per  list  No.  23^ 
designating  proper  basis  therefor.  The  register  and  receiver  rejected  said  list  on 
the  ground  that  the  company  had  not  designated  losses  for  previous  indemnity  selec- 
tions.   The  company  appealed  to  the  Commissioner. 

The  commissioner  took  up  the  list  and  on  November  4,  1891,  advised  the  register 
and  receiver  that  their  objection  did  not  warrant  a  rejection  of  said  list  No.  23,  and 
he  retnrned  the  same  for  their  further  consideration,  and  required  the  selecting 
agent  of  the  company  to  file  a  new  list.  Whereupon  the  company  prepared  list 
No.  56  giving  the  same  loss  as  that  in  list  23.  List  No.  56  was  approval  by  the 
register  and  receiver  May  10,  1892,  for  all  tracts  on  which  final  entries  had  not 
issued,  and  said  list  contains  the  tract  in  question. 

While  the  company's  appeal  from  the  register  and  receiver's  rejection  of  list  23 
was  pending  in  the  commissioner's  office,  the  register  and  receiver,  on  January  16» 
1888,  allowed  Mr.  Grinnell  to  make  original  homesteacl  entry  No.  6112  for  said  S.  i 
SW.  i  35  with  the  £.  i  SW.  i  Sec.  34.  On  August  15,  1893,  Mr.  Grinnell  submitted 
final  proof.  Said  proof  was  rejected  by  the  register  and  receiver,  becanse  the  tract 
in  Section  35  had  been  selected  by  tlie  company  May  10,  1892,  and  Mr.  Grinnell 
appealed. 
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These  are  treated  as  the  admitted  facts  iu  the  case,  but  your  office 
opinion  is  silent  as  to  the  condition  of  the  company^s  selection  list  of 
December  9, 1885,  and  the  action  thereon. 

The  question  thus  presented  by  the  record  is :  did  the  company  gain 
any  such  right  by  the  filing  of  its  list  on  December  0, 1885,  as  would 
bar  the  allowance  of  an  entry  upon  a  tract  included  in  the  listf 

By  the  circular  of  August  4, 1885  (4  L.  D.,  90),  addressed  to  the  local 
officers,  it  was  directed — 

Where  indemnity  selections  have  heretofore  been  made  without  speciiication  of 
lossee^  you  will  require  the  companies  to  designate  the  deficiencies  for  which  such 
indemnity  is  to  be  applied  before  further  selections  are  allowed. 

In  referring  to  said  circular,  it  was  held  in  departmental  decision  of 
May  1, 1891,  in  the  case  of  Sawyer  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  E.  Co.  (12 
L.  D.,  448)— 

The  subsequent  circular  of  Secretary  Lamar,  of  August  4, 18S5  (4  L.  D.,  90),  requir- 
ing a  basis  of  loss  for  such  selection,  was  not  designed  to  invalidate  selections  there- 
tofore made,  but  required  the  company  to  designate  the  losses  in  lien  of  which  such 
prior  selections  had  been  made,  and  directed  the  district  o£Bcers  not  to  receive  any 
fmther  selections  until  such  order  had  been  complied  with. 

It  is  dear  therefore,  that  if  the  company  had  not  complied  with  the 
circular  and  specified  a  basis  for  selections  approved  prior  to  the  pro- 
mulgation of  said  circular,  the  local  officers  were  justified  in  refusing 
to  receive  further  ind<emnity  selections,  and  no  rights  were  required  by 
the  attempt  to  make  further  indemnity  selections,  until  the  circular  had 
been  complied  with,  which  you  report  was  not  until  October  27, 1888. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  ruled  that  there  was  no  authority  for  an 
iademBity  withdrawal  on  account  of  the  grant  for  this  company,  and 
that  no  rights  were  acquired  within  the  indemnity  limits  until  selec- 
tiou  had  been  made  in  the  manner  prescribed. 

The  allowance  of  Grinnell's  entry  on  January  16, 1888,  was  therefore 
proper. 

Tour  office  decision  holds  that  "  there  is  nothing  of  record,  or  in  the 
proof  made  by  Grinnell,  showing  the  initiation  of  a  right  or  claim  to 
the  land  prior  to  or  at  the  date  when  the  company  first  applied  for  it.*^ 

The  proof,  however,  shows  that  the  land  ^^  had  been  actually  settled 
upon  and  occupied  ever  since  the  spring  of  1870." 

It  is  true  that  the  qualifications  of  the  settler  are  not  set  forth,  and 
it  would  be  necessary  to  order  a  hearing  to  determine  the  status  of  the 
land  at  the  date  of  selection,  but  as  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  no  rights 
were  acquired  by  the  selection  of  December  9, 1885,  and  that  GrinnelFs 
entry  was  properly  allowed  on  January  16, 1888,  the  question  as  to  the 
status  of  the  land  on  December  9, 1885,  becomes  immaterial. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  company^s 
selection  will  be  canceled. 
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SWAMP  LAND  CLAIM-HOMESTEAD  ENTRY. 

Maequam  V.  Waisanen. 

As  between  a  homestead  claimant  and  a  transferee  of  the  State  under  the  swamp 
grant,  a  decision  of  the  local  office  that  the  laud  is  in  fact  uot  of  the  character 
panted  should  not  be  disturbed  in  the  absence  of  appeal,  where  prior  to  the 
acquisition  of  ;the  transferee's  title  the  selection  of  the  State  had  been  finally 
rejected. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  April  €j  1896.  (J.  L.) 

This  case  involves  the  SE  \  of  the  SE  ^  of  sectioa  29,  the  £  ^  of 
the  KE  4  and  lot  1  of  section  32,  T.  8  N.,  R.  4  W.,  containiug  161.50 
acres,  in  Oregon  City  land  district,  Oregon. 

On  December  22,  1885,  Olaf  Waiaanen  made  homestead  entry  Ko. 
6415  of  said  land.  On  November  2,  1891,  after  final  proof,  he  was 
awarded  final  certificate  No.  3418.  On  February  24, 1892,  yonr  office 
suspended  said  final  entry  (with  others)  <*for  reason  of  conflict  with 
the  claim  of  the  State  of  Oregon  under  the  swamp  land  grant;"  and 
directed  the  local  officers  to  advise  Waisanen  that  he  might 

elect,  either  to  have  his  entry  canceled  withont  prejudice  to  his  rights  under  the 
homestetid  lawH,  to  contest  the  claim  of  the  State  under  the  grant,  or  to  procure  and 
forward  through  you  a  quit  claim  deed  from  the  proper  State  authorities  (of  Oregon ), 
as  provided  hy  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  February  2,  1889. 

Accordingly  Waisanen  filed  a  quit  claim  deed  from  the  authorities  of 
Oregon  conveyiug  to  him  the  SE.  ^  of  the  SE.  |  of  section  29  and  lot  1 
of  section  32,  containing  81.50  acres.  He  could  not  procure  a  deed  for 
the  E.  ^  of  the  NE.  |  of  section  32,  because  said  authorities  had  pre\i- 
ously  conveyed  said  tract  of  eighty  acres  to  one  U.  S.  Grant  Marquam. 

Whereupon  Waisaneu  contested  the  claim  of  the  State  under  the 
fiwamp  land  grant,  by  filing  a  sworn  statement  under  oath  corroborated 
by  two  witnesses,  as  required  by  paragraph  1  of  the  circular  of  Decem- 
ber 13,  1886,  (5  L.  D.  279).  The  governor  of  Oregon  was  notified  as 
required  by  paragraph  2,  and  after  the  lapse  of  sixty  days  after  service 
of  notice,  the  local  officers  reported  that  no  action  had  been  taken  by 
him.  By  force  of  paragraph  4  of  said  circular,  '*the  State  was  deemed 
Concluded  from  thereafter  asserting  a  claim  to  the  land  under  the  swamp 
land  grant." 

By  letter  "K"  of  August  22, 1892,  your  office,  after  reciting  the  fore- 
going facts,  called  the  attention  of  the  local  officers  to  the  fact,  that 
Waisanen's  affidavit  of  contest  showed  that  the  State  had  conveyed  to 
Marquam  the  E  ^  of  the  NE  \  of  section  32,  containing  eighty  acres; 
and  to  the  further  fact  that  Marquam  had  ndt  had  any  notice  of  the 
foregoing  proceedings,  and  had  been  given  no  opportunity  to  protest 
against  the  perfection  of  Waisanen's  entry.  Whereujion  your  office 
directed  the  local  officers  to  notify  Marquam,  and  allow  him  a  reason- 
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• 

able  time  within  which  to  object  or  protest;  and,  (if  any  objection  be 
filed),  to  order  a  hearing  to  determine  the  character  of  the  land 
iurolTed,  giving  due  notice  to  all  parties  in  interest. 

Accordingly  on  September  6, 1892,  Marqaani  filed  an  alfi davit  of  con- 
test against  Waisanen's  entry  as  to  the  E  J  of  the  ^E  J  of  section  32, 
containing  eighty  acres,  in  which  he  alleged,  that  said  eighty  acres 
\rere  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of 
March  12,  I860;  that  he  had  purchased  the  same  from  the  State  of 
Oregon  in  good  faith  and  for  valnable  consideration,  and  that  he  was 
then  the  owner  and  holder  thereof;  and  that  Waisanen^s  entry  thereof 
was  not  made  in  good  faith.  Whereui)on  Marquam  prayed  that  a  hear- 
ing be  ordered  to  determine  the  character  of  said  land  and  the  respec- 
tive rights  of  the  parties  therein,  and  that  Waisanen's  entry  be 
canceled  as  to  said  eighty  acres. 

The  hearing  of  the  contest  thus  initiated  by  Marquam,  was  had  on 
February  13, 14,  and  15, 1893.  On  July  30, 1893,  the  local  officers  found 
as  matter  of  fact, 

thit  while  the  land  is  snbject  to  periodical  overflows,  much  of  it  is  susceptible  of 
caltivation,  and  crops  of  vegetables  of  some  kinds  and  grasses,  can  be  successfnlly 
cultivated  and  raised  thereon,  and  it  is  not  snch  land  as  could  be  taken  by  the  State 
of  Oregon  as  swamp  land  under  the  act  of  March  12, 1860. 

And  they  recommended  that  Marquam's  contest  be  dismissed  and 
that  the  homestead  entry  of  Olof  Waisanen  be  relieved  from  suspen- 
sion and  allowed  to  pass  to  patent. 

On  August  16, 1893,  the  attorneys  for  Marquam  in  writing,  acknowl- 
edged service  of  a  copy  of  the  foregoing  decision  of  the  local  officers. 
And  Marquam  did  not  appeal  therefrom  to  your  office.  Kevertheless 
your  office  on  May  10,  1804,  reversed  the  finding  and  the  decision  of 
the  local  officers  and  held  Waisanen's  homestead  entry  for  cancellation. 
And  Waisanen  has  appealed  to  this  Department. 

It  appears  by  your  office  decision,  that  the  township  aforesaid  was 
surveyed  in  the  year  1856;  that  the  lands  involved  in  this  case  were 
with  others  selected  as  swamp  lands  by  the  State  of  Oregon  in  the 
year  1871,  but  the  selection  was  not  reported  to  your  office  until  Janu- 
ary 1873.  By  letter  "K"  of  April  12,  1879,  your  office  notified  the 
governor  of  Oregon  that  the  State's  claim  to  said  land,  (naming  among 
others  the  E  J  of  section  29  and  all  of  section  32  of  T.  8  N.,  K.  4  W.,) 
was  held  for  rejection,  because  tbe  selection  was  not  made  within  two 
years  from  the  adjournment  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Oregon 
at  its  nest  session  after  the  date  of  the  act  of  March  12, 1860;  and  also 
notified  him  that  the  State  authorities  were  allowed  sixty  days  within 
which  to  appeal  from  said  decision.  No  appeal  was  taken,  and  by 
operation  of  law  your  said  office  decision  became  final. 

The  pending  controversy  is  between  Marquam  and  Waisanen  alone, 
each  of  them  claiming  adversely  to  the  other  the  E  J  of  the  NE  J  of  sec- 
tion 32,  containing  eighty  acres.    The  deed  from  the  State  of  Oregon 
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to  Marquam  coDveyiug  said  eighty  acres,  and  bearing  date  January  31, 
1889,  is  in  evidence.  But  the  record  shows  that  the  State  then  had  no 
right,  title,  interest  or  estate  in  said  eighty  acres;  her  claim  to  the 
same  having  been  twice  adjudicated  against  her,  first  in  1870,  and 
again  in  1802,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth.  I  think  yoor  office  erred  in 
reopening  the  controversy  between  Marqaam  and  Waisanen,  which  h<ad 
been  settled  by  the  findings  of  fact  by  the  local  officers;  with  which 
Marquam  seems  to  have  been  content,  inasmuch  as  he  did  not  appeal 
therefrom.  He  thereby  relinquished  nil  interest  in  the  oa«e,  and  Mt  it 
to  be  decided  as  a  matter  between  Waisanen  and  the  United  States. 
The  proof  is  clear  and  uncontradicted,  that  Waisanen  has  acted  in 
good  faith;  and  has  been  an  actual  and  continuous  resident  upon  hi^ 
homestead,  with  his  wife  and  children  since  the  year  1886;  and  lias 
built  a  large  dwelling  house  and  a  large  barn  and  other  structures,  and 
has  made  other  improvements;  all  of  the  value  of  (1,500;  and  that  he 
has  made  a  comfortable  living  for  his  family  upon  the  land. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  your  office  decision  of  May  10,  1894,  is 
hereby  reversed.  Marquam's  contest  will  be  dismissed,  and  Waisanen  s 
final  homestead  entry  will  be  held  intact. 


RAILROAI>  LAXI>J?*-SECmOX  8,  ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  «9,  ISOO. 

Childs  r.  Floyd. 

The  possession  of  land  lying  -within  the  overlapping  limits  of  The  Dalles  Military 
Wngon  Road  Company*,  and  the  Northern  Paciiic  Railroad  Company,  and  cov. 
ered  by  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29,  1890,  acquired  with  a  view  to  pur- 
chasing said  land  from  the  Wagon  Road  Company,  does  not  entitle  the  holder  to 
perfect  title  thereto  under  the  second  clause  of  section  3  of  said  act. 

Acting  Secretary  keynoMs  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

April  6*,  1896.  (W.  M.  W.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Eubert  H.  Childs  v.  William  Floyd,  mi 
the  appeal  of  the  latter  from  your  office  decision  of  January  23, 1895, 
holding  for  cancellation  his  cash  entry  for  the  S.  J  N.  ^  and  N.  J  S.  J, 
Sec.  23,  T,  2  X.,  R.  14  E.,  The  Dalles,  Oregon,  land  district. 

On  January  19,  1893,  William  Floyd  made  application  to  purchase 
the  lands  in  question  under  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat., 
49G),  alleging  that  he  settled  thereon  in  1887,  and  that  he  had  been  in 
possession  thereof  up  to  the  date  of  his  application ;  that  he  settle<l 
on  said  lands  ^^  with  the  expectation  of  purchasing  the  same  from  the 
Northern  Pacific  Kailroad  Company,  if  they  should  obtain  title  to  the 
same." 

On  Ai>ril  10, 1893,  his  application  was  allowed,  and  he  made  cash 
entry  of  said  land. 

On  February  14,  1894,  Rubert  H.  Childs  filed  his  corroborated  affi- 
davit of  contest  against  said  entry,  alleging: 

That  said  land  has  not  lieen  in  the  possession  of  said  William  Floyd  or  any  one 
else  for  the  past  two  years  further  than  to  have  a  fence  on  three  sides  inclosing  about 
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four  miles  square,  in  which  sereral  different  persons  own  lands,  as  also  the  govern- 
uient  of  the  United  States  have  lands  within  said  inclosnre  which  has  not  been  dis- 
posed of. 

That  the  north  side  of  said  pretended  inclosnre  has  never  been  inclosed,  and  this 
affiant  is  ready  and  willing  to  prove  that  on  Sep't  30, 1890,  or  prior  thereto  or  since 
<aid  time,  that  the  said  William  Floyd  was  not  in  possession  of  Siiid  land  or  had  any 
contract  to  purchase  from  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  or  from^  any  other 
person  or  persons  that  would  entitle  him  to  purchase  »tLid  land  from  the  government. 
That  If  this  affiant  is  allowed  he  will  be  able  to  prove  that  the  said  William  Floyd 
has  never  oomrplied'wi'th  the  law  entitling;  him  to  purchase  said^  land -from  the  gov- 
erument,  and  that  the  said  William  Floyd  has  never  been  in  possession  of  said  land 
excepting  in  common  with  others,  and  that  he  has  not  now  nor  ha.s  not  had  any 
improvements  upon  said  lands  excepting  a  fence  across  the  west  end  of  said  land, 
being  a  part  of  the  fence  that  inclosed  the  said  fonr  mile  square  tract. 

This  aflSdavit  of  contest  \ras  forwarded  to  yoar  office,  which,  on 
March  15, 1804,  ordered  a  hearing  thereon.  The  hearings  was  duly  had, 
and  on  August  6, 1804,  the  local  officers  recommended  that  the  contest 
be  dismissed. 

Childs  appealed. 

On  January  23, 1805,  your  office  reversed  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers,  and  held  Floyd's  entry  for  cancellation. 

Floyd  appeals. 

The  land  in  question  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  State  of 
Oregon  for  the  benefit  of  The  Dalles  Military  Hoad  Company  (14  Stat., 
409),  and  which  overlaps  that  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  under  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  365),  and 
was  covered  by  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29, 1890  (20  Stat.,  496). 

Appellant  contends  that  the  affidavit  of  contest  fails  to  state  a  cause 
of  action,  and,  therefore,  the  case  should  be  dismissed. 

The  affidavit  states,  in  effect,  that  the  laud  in  question  has  not  been 
iu  the  possession  of  Floyd  for  the  last  two  years,  further  than  being 
inclosed  on  three  sides  by  a  fence,  inclosing  about  four  miles  square, 
in  which  were  several  different  persons  owning  lands,  as  well  as  gov- 
ernment lands;  that  the  defendant  was  not  in  pos.session  of  said  land 
or  had  any  contract  to  purchase  the  same  from  tlie  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  and  has  never  been  in  possession  of  said  land, 
excepting  in  common  with  others,  etc.,  etc. 

While  the  charges  are  somewhat  loosely  and  indefinitely  drawn, 
still  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  arc  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action. 

The  evidence  shows  that  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  forfeiture  act, 
several  other  persons  owned,  controlled  and  resided  ui)on  lands  within 
the  same  inclosnre  with  the  land  in  (luestion.  Said  inclosnre  embraced 
all  of  sections  22, 23,  26,  27,  28,  35,  and  parts  of  sections  21,  32,  33, 
and  34,  in  the  same  township.  Some  of  these  lands  were  owned  by 
persons  who  did  not  occupy  them.  It  clearly  appears  that  the  object 
of  Floyd  and  others  in  inclosing  the  lands  was  to  use  them  for  the 
purposes  of  pasturing  and  grazing  stock  thereon,  and  not  with  a  view 
of  purchasing  them  from  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company.    It 
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is  equally  clear  that  prior  to  the  forfeiture,  Floyd  never  exercised  th^ 
exclusive  right  of  possession  of  the  land  in  controversy,  but  it  was? 
used  in  common  with  others  as  pasture. 

The  evidence  shows  that  Floyd  never  resided  on  the  land  covered  by 
his  cash  entry;  There  is  no  evidence  teiidiug  to  show  that  he  held  the 
liossession  of  the  land  in  question  under  deed,  written  contract  with, 
or  license  from  the  Northern  Pacific  Itailroad  Company.  He  testified 
that  he  had  the  permission  of  The  Dalles  Military  jRoad  Company  to 
fence  the  land,  nnd  that  he  intended  to  purchase  it  when  it  should 
conic  into  market. 

Floyd's  cash  entry  was  allowed  upon  his  statements  that  he  settled 
on  the  land  in  1887,  and  had  since  been  in  fiill  and  peaceable  possession 
of  the  same ^  that  he  settled  said  lands  ^*with  the  intention  of  pur- 
chasing the  same  from  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  if  they 
should  obtain  title  to  the  same.''  His  entry  was  evidently  allowed 
under  the  second  clause  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  1890,  xupra,  which 
l)rovides: 

Or  when  peraons  may  have  settled  said  lauds  with  bonajide  inteDt  to  secnre  title 
thereto  by  purchase  from  the  State  or  corporatioD,  wheu  earned  by  compliance  with 
the  conditions  or  requirements  of  the  granting  acts  of  Cong^ress,  they  shall  be 

entitled  to  purchase  the   same  from  the  United  States at  any  time 

within  two  years  from  the  passage  of  this  act. 

By  the  act  of  June  25, 1892  (27  Stat.,  o9),  this  provision  of  section  3 
of  said  act  of  1890  was  amended  to  extend  the  time  within  which 
persons  actually  residing  ui^on  lauds  forfeited  by  the  act  of  1890  might 
be  permitted  to  purchase  such  lands  at  any  time  within  three  years 
i):om  the  passage  of  said  act. 

By  Public  Act  'So.  8,  54th  Congress,  approved  January  23, 1896,  not 
yet  carried  into  the  Statutes  at  Large,  Congress  amended  the  act  of 
September  29, 1890,  and  acts  amendatory  thereof,  as  follows: 

That  section  three  of  an  act  entitled  ''An  Act  to  forfeit  certain  lauds  heretofore 
granted  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  constniction  of  railroads,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses/' appro^'^d  8epteiDl>eT  twenty-uinth^  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety,  and  the 
several  acts  amendatory  thereof,  bo^  and  the  same  is,  amended  so  as  to  extend  the 
time  within  which  persons  entitled  to  purchase  lands  forfeited  by  said  a^t  shaJl  l>e 
permitted  to  purchase  the  same,  in  the  quantities  aud  upon  the  terms  provided  in 
said  section,  at  any  time  prior  to  January  first,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety -seven: 
Provided,  That  actual  residence  upon  the  lands  by  persons  claiming  the  right  to  par- 
chaso  the  same  shall  not  be  required  where  such  lands  have  been  fenced,  cultivatc^d, 
or  otherwise  improved  by  such  claimants,  and  such  persous  shall  be  penuittcd  to 
purchase  two  or  more  tracts  of  such  lauds  by  legal  subdivisions,  whether  contignuu^ 
or  not,  but  not  exceediuj;  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  in  the  aggregate. 

In  the  case  of  James  C.  Daly,  17  L.  D.,  498,  the  Department  lield 
that  the  right  to  purchase  from  the  government  forfeited  railroad  lands, 
accorded  by  section  3  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  and  the  amend- 
atory «act  thereto  of  June  2.3,  lcS92,  to  those  **  who  may  have  settled  said 
land  with  bona  fide  intent  to  secure  title  thereto  by  purchase  from  the 
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State  or  corporation/'  cannot  be  exercised  by  one  who  has  not  estab- 
lished his  residence  ou  said  lands. 

In  view  of  the  conclusion  I  reach  in  this  case  upon  the  evidence  sub* 
initted,  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  cases  of  James  0.  Daly,  17 
L.  D.,  498;  O'Leary  r.  Smith,  17  L.  I).,  542;  Shafer  r.  Butler,  19  L.  D., 
486;  or  determine  what  construction  should  be  placed  on  the  amenda- 
tory act  of  1896,  supra. 

At  the  trial  Floyd  testified  as  follows,  respecting  his  intention  at  the 
time  he  took  iK>ssession  of  and  inclosed  the  lands  in  question : 

In  chief: 

What  was  yonr  intention  ^vhen  you  took  possession  of  the  land  with  respect  to 
acijuiriug  title  to  itf 

A.  I  expected  to  bnj  it  whenever  it  came  into  market.    .     .     . 

Q.  At  the  time  yon  inclosed  this  land,  what,  if  any,  arrangement  did  yon  have 
with  the  Dalles  Military  Road  Company  relative  to  holdinj;  their  laud  f 

A.  They  allowed  me  to  fence  it  with  the  understanding  that  I  would  buy  it  when 
the  title  wan  settled 

On  cross-examination : 

Q.  Are  yon  the  owner  of  the  Dalles  Military  Road  land  inside  of  your  inclosuref 

A.  I  have  a  patent  frcmi  the  Dalles  Military  Road  Company ;  I  paid  them  for  it,  aud 
they  gave  me  a  patent,  with  the  exception  of  the  south  half  of  the  south  half  of  sec- 
tion 23;  I  had  liberty  from  them  to  fence  it. 

Q.  Then  yon  are  now  the  owner  of  two  sections  and  a  half  of  Dalles  Military  Road 
lands,  are  yon  not  f 

A.  I  am. 

This  is  all  the  evidence  in  any  way  tending  to  show  Floyd's  intention 
at  the  time  he  fenced  and  took  possession  of-  the  land  involved,  and 
when  takcTi  altogether  shows  that  at  that  time  he  intended  to  purchase 
the  land  of  the  Dalles  Military  Eoad  Company,  when  said  company 
might  see  fit  to  sell  it.  There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that 
he  changed  such  intention  or  intended  to  purchase  the  land  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  at  the  date  of  the  act  of  1890. 
The  act  of  September  29, 1S90,  supra^  does  not  accord  to  settlers  who 
settled  on  what  they  supposed  were  lands  belonging  to  the  Dalles 
Military  Road  Company  the  right  to  purchase  such  lands.  It  only 
applies  to— 

all  lands  heretofore  granted  to  any  State  or  to  any  corporation  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  railroad  opposite  to  and  coterminous  with  the  portion  of  any  such  railroad 
not  now  completed  and  in  operation,  for  the  constrnctivn  or  benefit  of  which  such 
lands  were  granted,  etc. 

The  3d  section  of  said  act  gives  the  right  of  purchase, 

When  persons  have  settled  said  lands  with  bona  fide  intent  to  secure  title  thereto 
by  purchase  from  the  State  or  corporation  when  earned  by  compliance  with  the  con- 
ditions or  requirements  of  the  granting  acts  of  Congress. 

However  bona  fide  and  good  Floyd's  intention  may  have  been,  at  the 
time  he  fenced  said  land  or  at  any  other  time,  to  purchase  it  of  the 
Mihtary  Road  Company,  when  it  secured  title  and  wanted  to  sell  it, 
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such  intention  iroald  not  avail  bim  under  the  most  liberal  constrofiyoti 
of  the  aet  of  1890,  supra.  Said  act  was  intended  to  protect  and  accord 
the  right  of  parcbase  to  all  such  as  could  bring  themselves  within  its 
terms,  and  at  the  same  time  open  the  forfeited  lands  to  disjiosition,  as 
provided  in  the  act,  to  claimants  under  the  homestead  law. 

For  these  reasons,  Floyd's  entry  must  be  canceled,  and  your  office 
decision  must  be,  and  hereby  is,  affirmed. 


HOM£ST£Al>  CONTEST—DEATH  OF  ENTKTMAN— NOTICE. 

CLELANB  V.  Yasquez  Heibs; 

and 
Collier  r.  Yasquez  Heibs. 

In  a  proceeding  against  a  homestead  entry  on  the  charge  that  the  entrjman  died 
leaving  no  heirs,  or  beneficiaries  nnder  section  2291,  B.  8.,  the  administrator  of 
the  entrymau's  estate  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the  hearing. 

If  the  evidence  in  such  a  cose  shows  that  the  en  try  man  died  without  having  earned 
the  land,  and  that  there  are  no  beneficiaries  entitled  to  succeed  to  his  interest 
the  entry  should  lie  canceled. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  th^  General  Land  Office, 
(J.  I.  H.)  April  7, 1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  E.  i  of  the  SW.  J,  and  the  SW.  J  of 
the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  4,  and.  the  l!n\^  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  0,  T.  12  S., 
B.  2  E.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  California,  land  district. 

Janaary  24, 1890,  Befugio  Yasqaez  made  homestead  entry  for  said 
tract.    March  10, 1893,  L.  Theodora  Cleland  filed  an  affidavit  of  con 
test  against  said  entry.    This  affidavit  was  held  insufficient  by  the 
local  officers  who  returned  the  same  to  the  contestant,  allowing  her  ten 
days  within  which  to  make  the  charges  more  specific. 

March  11, 1893,  the  local  officers  allowed  David  C.  Collier  Jr.  to  file 
an  affidavit  of  contest  subject  to  the  rights  of  Cleland  to  proceed  against 
the  entry.    The  affidavit  filed  by  Collier  alleges: 

That  the  said  Refugio  Vasquez  died  about  the  15th  of  Noveniber,  18P0,  has  vholly 
abandoned  said  tract,  and  changed  his  residence  therefrom  for  more  than  sixmoDths 
since  making  said  entry,  and  next  prior  to  the  date  herein;  that  said  tract  is  not 
settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  said  party  ns  required  by  law. 

March  29, 1893,  Cleland  filed  an  amended  affidavit  of  contest  alleging: 

That  the  said  Refugio  Vasquez  died  about  the  middle  of  November,  1890,  and  left 
no  heirs,  as  he  repeatedly  stated  prior  to  his  decease,  and  also  that  during  the  more 
thnn  two  years  that  have  elapsed  since  said  decease,  that  no  heira  of  any  class  have 
laid  any  claim  to  said  above  described  laud. 

On  this  affidavit  the  local  officers  issued  notice  of  hearing  to  be  bad 
June  8, 1893,  on  testimony  to  be  taken  before  the  county  clerk  of  San 
Diego  county,  at  San  Diego,  Califonnia,  May  30, 1893. 
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Notice  was  served  by  publication.  With  the  proof  of  service  the  con- 
testant filed  the  affidavit  of  Horace  H.  Cleland  to  the  efi'ect  that  on 
April  12y  1893,  he  served  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  hearing  personally 
oc  John  Falkenstein,  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Refagio  Vasquez, 
deceased. 

May  30,  1893,  the  contestant  submitted  testimony  showing  that 
Vasqaez  died  in  November,  1890,  and  that  he  had  no  relatives.  On  the 
same  day  the  attorney  for  John  Falkenstein  entered  a  special  appear- 
ance for  the  purpose  of  protesting  against  the  introduction  of  testimony 
on  the  ground  that ''  John  Falkenstein,  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
Hefngio  Yasquez,  deceased,  has  not  been  legally  notified  to  a])pear  at 
the  time  and  place  set  for  taking  such  testimony/'  No  affidavit  was 
filed  in  support  of  the  protest. 

November  2, 1803,  the  local  officers  rendered  decision  recommending 
the  cancellation  of  the  entry.  November  23,  1893,  David  C  Collier 
filed  an  appeal  from  said  decision,  to  your  office. 

November  24, 1893,  John  Falkenstein  filed  a  motion  for  a  review  of 
the  decision  of  November  2, 1893,  on  the  grounds: 

(1)  That  no  notice  of  hearing  was  served  on  him. 

(2)  That  the  question  raised  by  Clelantrs  affidavit  of  contest  has 
become  res  judicata  by  reason  of  the  dismissal  of  a  former  contest 
brought  by  her  on  the  same  ground. 

(3)  That  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  sufficient  time  has 
not  elapsed  to  bar  the  heirs  of  Eefugio  Yasquez  from  appearing  and 
laying  claim  to  the  land. 

In  his  affidavit  filed  in  support  of  the  motion  Falkenstein  alleged 
that  he  is  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Refugio  Yasquez,  deceased, 
and  that  no  notice  of  hearing  was  served  on  him. 

February  3, 1894,  the  local  officers  set  aside  their  decision  of  Novem- 
ber 2,  1893.  February  12,  1894,  they  issued  a  notice  allowing  the 
administrator  to  submit  evidence  on  March  28, 1804,  before  the  county 
clerk  of  San  Diego  county,  to  be  considered  on  final  hearing  April  2, 
1894. 

March  28,  1894,  Falkenstein  submitted  testimony  showing  that  he 
was  public  administrator  of  San  Diego  county  on  January  16, 1891,  on 
which  day  he  was  apiK)inted  administrator  of  tlie  estate  of  Refugio 
Yasquez;  that  the  estate  consists  of  the  land  in  controversy;  that  he 
has  made  some  effort  to  find  heirs  to  the  estate  of  Yasquez,  but  has 
found  none;  that  on  account  of  the  contest  he  has  not  made  any  great 
eflbrt  to  find  heirs;  and  that  about  twenty  days  after  his  apijointment 
as  administrator  of  the  estate  he  put  a  man  in  possession  of  the  land. 
The  contestant  did  not  appear  at  that  time,  as  she  mistook  the  date  set 
for  final  bearing  for  the  date  of  submitting  testimony.  After  offering 
his  testimony  Falkenstein  moved  the  dismissal  of  the  contest  on  the 
ground,  in  substance,  that  the  contestant's  testimony  taken  May  30, 
rl893,  csin  not  be  considered,  as  it  was  taken  without  notice  to  him. 
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April  2, 1894,  the  contestant  appeared  before  the  county  clerk  and 
nabmitted  testimony  showing  that  the  man  who  was  put  in  x^ossession 
of  the  land  by  Falkenstein  died  more  than  two  years  before  the  hear- 
ing; that  no  one  claiming  title  by  descent  fh)m  Yasquez  has  ever  caK 
tivated  the  land;  and  that  she  has  been  in  i)ossession  of  the  land  and 
has  been  cultivating  the  same  for  about  two  years. 

April  5, 1894,  before  the  testimony  oftered  by  Cleland  April  2nd,  was 
received  by  the  local  ofiScers,  they  rendered  decision  as  follows,  after 
making  a  statement  of  the  facts,  and  specifically  referring  to  Falken- 
stein's  testimony  to  the  effect  that  he  had  put  a  man  in  iiossessiou  of 
the  land : 

Possession  by  the  administrator  is  possession  by  the  heirs  (6  L.  D.,  672  anil  the 
cases  therein  cited),  and  ns  in  a  former  contest  by  the  same  Cdntestaut,  against  tbe 
said  entry,  it  vras  held  in  letter  "H"  of  January  6, 1892,  that  "the  question  as  to 
whether  there  are  any  heirs  living  competent  to  make  final  proof  can  only  arise  upon 
an  attempt  to  submit  such  proof/'  which  decision  was  affirmed  by  Departmentiil 
decision  of  December  15,  1892,  forwarded  by  letter  ''  H''  of  December  29,  1892,  we 
must  recommend  that  said  contest  be  dismissed,  and  our  former  decision  of  Novem- 
ber  2, 1^93,  is  revoked.  * 

May  4, 1894,  Cleland  filed  an  appeal  from  said  decision. 

November  16, 1894,  your  office  considered  the  case  on  the  appeals  of 
Cleland  and  Collier,  the  appeal  of  Collier  having  been  filed  November 
23, 1893,  as  above  stated,  and  dismissed  Collier's  contest  on  the  groand 
that  the  charges  contained  in  his  affidavit,  hereinbefore  set  out,  are 
insufficient.    As  to  Cleland's  contest  said  decision  holds  as  follows: 

It  appears  that  on  March  16,  1891,  Cleland  filed  a  prior  contest  against  said  entry, 
allegiug  the  death  of  the  en  try  man  and  that  he  left  no  known  heirs.  By  letter  "  il ' 
of  Jan.  6.  1892,  said  contest  was  dismissed  for  the  reason  that  ''the  question  as  to 
whether  there  are  auy  heirs  competent  to  make  final  proof  can  only  arise  npou  an 
attempt  to  make  such  proof.'' 

In  this  (the  present)  contest  the  nature  of  the  charges  are  not  explicit — whether 
the  want  of  heirs  or  default  as  to  improvement  and  cultivation  on  the  part  of  tbe 
heirs. 

On  May  30, 1893,  Cleland  appeared  and  submitted  testimony  tending  to  show  that 
there  are  no  living  heirs  competent  to  take  and  on  said  grounds  it  was  determined 
(in  her  prior  contest)  that  contest  would  not  lie,  by  letter  **  H,"  of  Jan.  6, 1892. 

On  April  2, 1894,  she  appeared  and  testified  that  there  had  been  no  acts  of  cultiva- 
tion or  improvement  for  or  by  the  administrator  for  two  years  last  past,  and  another 
witness  testified  to  the  same  effect.  It  being  shown  that  there  are  no  heirs  and  tliere 
being  no  acts  of  cultivation  or  improvement  by  the  legal  representatives  for  the 
period  alleged,  a  cancellation  of  the  entry  would  be  warranted  on  account  of  failaie 
to  improve. 

The  testimony,  however,  cannot  be  considered  other  than  as  ex  parte  aflBdavits  and 
not  as  evidence  in  the  case  on  account  of  the  failure  of  Cleland  to  appear  and  sub- 
mit the  same  on  the  date  set  therefor.  The  allegations,  however,  are  sufficient  to 
order  a  further  investigation,  it  appearing  that  the  failure  of  Cleland  to  appear 
on  March  28, 1894,  was  due  to  conflict  of  dates,  nnd  she  evidenced  her  good  faith  by 
appearing  with  her  witnesses  on  April  2,  1894. 

The  local  officers  were  therefore  directed,  in  the  event  of  the  dis- 
miss^al  of  Collier's  contest  becoming  final,  to  proceed  de  novo  after  due 
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notice  to  the  heirs  and  legal  representatives,  on  the  charge  of  failnre 
to  improve  and  cultivate  the  land. 

The  appeals  of  Collier  and  Oleland  from  said  decision  bring  the  case 
before  me  for  consideration. 

Collier  contends  that  the  contest  of  Cleland  should  be  dismissed,  and 
that  he  should  be  allowed  to  contest  the  entry.  Cleland  assigns  error, 
iu  substance,  in  not  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation  and  awarding 
her  the  preference  right  of  entry. 

Collier's  appeal  does  not  merit  discussion.  The  decision  appealed 
from  is  affirmed  in  so  far  as  it  dismisses  his  contest. 

Under  the  rules  of  practice  it  was  necessary  for  Cleland  to  serve 
notice  of  contest,  directed  to  the  heirs  of  Vasquez,  by  publication. 
She  has  complied  with  this  requirement.  I  see  no  reason  for  holding 
that  the  administrator  of  Vasquez'  estate  must  also  be  served  with 
notice.  Administrators  or  executors  have  no  right  or  authority  in 
reference  to  the  claims  of  deceased  honiesteaders  except,  in  case  of 
tbo  death  of  both  father  and  mother,  for  the  benefit  of  infant  children. 
Sec.  2292  B.  S.  In  a  contest  brought  against  a  homestead  entry  on 
the  charge  that  the  entryman  died,  leaving  no  heirs,  the  administrator 
of  the  entryman's  estate  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  hearing,  as  under 
the  allegations  made  he  has  no  interest  to  defend,  and  is  not  a  proper 
party  to  the  case.  Falkenstein  can  therefore  not  be  heard  in  defense 
of  the  entry. 

Under  Sec.  2291  B.  S.,  in  case  of  the  entryman's  death  his  widow, 
aud  in  case  of  her  death  his  heirs  or  devisee  may  make  final  proof,  it 
seems  that  the  contestant  used  the  word  heirs  in  its  general  sense, 
intending  to  charge  that  there  is  no  beneficiary  under  said  Sec.  2291. 
The  beneficiaries,  if  there  are  any,  have  been  duly  summoned  under 
the  general  name  of  heirs. 

The  testimony  introduced  May  30, 1893,  shows  nothing  more  than 
that  the  entryman  was  <^all  alone";  that  he  was  born  in  Mexico;  and 
that  he  frequently  said  he  had  no  relatives  at  all.  4s  the  entryman 
had  the  right  to  devise  the  land  this  testimony,  considered  by  itself,  is 
not  sufficient  to  warrant  the  cancellation  of  the  entry.  From  the  fact 
that  the  administrator  appeared  and  on  March  28, 1894,  testified  that 
he  had  found  no  heirs,  and  made  no  reference  to  any  will,  it  seems  that 
the  entryman  did  not  devise  the  land.  Although  the  administrator 
was  not  a  proper  party  to  the  case  I  see  no  reason  why  his  testimony 
should  not  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  contestant's  testimonv. 
1  therefore  find  that  the  entryman  died  leaving  no  beneficiaries  under 
Sec.  2291  B.  S. 

The  entryman  was  not  at  the  time  of  his  death  entitled  to  a  patent 
for  the  land.  His  heirs,  if  there  are  any,  could  not  acquire  title  to  the 
land  except  under  the  provisions  of  Sec.  2291  li.  S.  The  provision  of 
the  Civil  Code  of  California  that  non-resident  alien  heirs  have  five 
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years  within  which  to  appear  and  claim  property  which  they  take  by 
succession  has  therefore  no  application  to  the  case  at  bar. 

I  liave  examined  the  record  in  the  prior  contest  brought  by  Clelaiid 
against  this  entry  and  find  that  your  office  did  not  dismiss  that  contest 
on  the  holding,  as  stated  in  the  decision  appealed  from,  that  ^Hheqnes 
tion  as  to  whether  there  are  any  heirs  living,  competent  to  make  final 
proof,  can  only  arise  upon  an  attempt  to  submit  such  proof."  The 
affidavit  of  contest,  filed  March  16,  1891,  alleged  that  tbe  entryman 
died  in  November,  1800,  leaving  no  known  heirs,  and  that  lie  had 
abandoned  tbe  land  for  more  than  four  months  prior  to  his  death.  It 
will  be  observed  that  this  affidavit  did  not  charge  that  the  entr3*maQ 
left  no  heirs,  but  only  that  he  left  no  Jcnotcn  heirs.  This  allegation  was 
insufficient.  The  only  charge  on  wbich  the  entry  could  have  been  can- 
celed was  that  of  abandonment,  which  the  contestant  failed  to  prove. 

The  local  officers  rendered  decision  recommending  the  cancellation  of 
the  entry  on  the  finding  that  the  entryman  died  leaving  no  heirs.  On 
appeal  your  office  correctly  held,  January  6, 1892,  that  the  only  issue 
presented  was  that  of  abandonment,  and  as  the  testimony  did  not  sus- 
tain the  charge  of  abandonment  the  decision  of  tbe  local  officers  was 
reversed  and  the  contest  dismissed.  It  was  incidentally  stated  that 
'^  tbe  question  as  to  whether  there  are  any  heirs  living,  competent  to 
make  final  proof,  can  only  arise  upon  an  attempt  to  submit  such  proof.^ 
On  Cleland's  appeal  tbe  decision  of  your  office  was  formally  affirmed. 
It  was  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  case  and  to  express  dissent  from 
the  statement  above  quoted.  That  statement  was  not  sanctioned  by 
the  Department.  It  was,  on  the  contrary,  out  of  accord  with  tbe  depart- 
mental decisions  on  tbe  question.  In  tbe  case  of  Peter  W.  Berniet,  C 
L.  D.,  G72,  a  relinquishment,  executed  by  the  administrator  acting 
under  order  of  tbe  probate  court  on  tbe  finding  that  there  are  no  heirs, 
was  held  to  be  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  cancellation  of  a  home- 
stead entry.  See  also  Richard  Clump,  3  L.  D.,  384,  in  which  case  a 
homestead  entry  was  canceled  before  tbe  expiration  of  the  statutory 
period  for  tbe  submission  of  final  proof,  on  tbe  showing  that  there  were 
no  beneficiaries  under  Sec.  2291  R.  S.  It  follows  that  your  office  erred 
in  holding  that  tbe  question  of  failure  of  heirs  can  arise  only  upon  an 
attempt  to  submit  final  proof. 

As  the  testimony  shows  that  there  are  no  beneficiaries  under  Sec. 
2291  R.  S.,  the  entry  should  have  been  held  for  cancellation.  Tbe 
decision  appealed  irom  is  accordingly  reversed. 
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R^VILROAD  RIGHT  OF  W^AY— RESERVATIOX  IX  PATENT— LOCATION. 

Florida  Central  and  Peninsular  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Bell  et  al. 

» 

In  Lssning  patents  under  the  public  land  laws  for  lands  over  which  a  railroad  right 
of  way  exists,  such  right  may  be  reserved,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions 
oi>eratiug  to  protect  said  right  of  way. 

The  location  of  a  right  of  way  across  a  reservation,  wherein  the  grant  is  confined  to 
such  right  of  way,  operates  to  exhaust  the  right  of  the  company  so  far  as  the 
rights  of  others  are  concerned;  and  if  such  location,  on  the  subsequent  eonstruo- 
tion  of  the  road,  is  abandoned,  the  rights  of  adverse  claimants  will  not  be 
embarrassed  by  reserving  a  right  of  way,  on  the  line  as  constracted,  in  the 
patents  issued  to  such  claimants. 

Aciitig  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Cotnmissioner  of  the  General  Land.  Office^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  April  7,  1896.  (G.  B.  G.) 

The  Florida  Central  and  Peninsular  Railroad  Company  lias  appealed 
from  your  office  decision  of  November  4, 1895,  holding  that  a  reserva- 
tion of  right  of  way  should  not  be  inserted  in  certain  i>atents  to  be 
issued  to  homestead  and  preemption  claimants  for  lauds  within  the 
boundaries  of  what  was  the  Fort  Brooke  military  reservation,  in  the 
Gainesville  land  district,  Florida,  over  which  said  company  has  a  line 
of  constructed  road. 

By  departmental  decision  of  July  24,  1894,  in  the  case  of  Mather 
d  al.  V.  Hackley's  Heirs  (on  review,  19  L.  D.,  48),  these  lands  were 
awarded  to  the  parties  in  interest,  as  follows : 
To  the  heirs  of  Lewis  Bell,  deceased,  lot  8,  Sec.  24,  T.  29  S.,  18  E. 
To  the  widow  of  Edward  T.  Carey,  deceased,  lots  9  (and  10),  same 
section,  township  and  range. 
To  Frank  Jones,  lot  15,  Sec.  18,  same  township  and  range. 
Martha  Stillings  (now  Turner),  widow  and  heir  of  Andrew  Stillings, 
deceased,  lot  12,  Sec.  19,  same  township  and  range. 
To  Julius  Caesar,  lot  13,  Sec.  19,  same  township  and  range. 
The  history  of  these  lands,  pertinent  to  the  issue  now  presented,  is, 
briefly,  as  follows: 

In  March,  1824,  that  portion  of  the  Fort  Brooke  reservation  in  which 
the  lands  are  situated  was  occupied  under  instructions  from  the  War 
Department,  by  United  States  troops  in  cantonment,  and  was  so 
reserved  until  December,  1830,  when  it  was  formally  reserved  by  exec- 
utive order,  in  which  its  limits  were  fixed  at  sixteen  miles  square.  On 
January  4, 1883,  they  were  relinquished  by  the  Secretary  of  War,  and 
restored  to  the  public  domain. 

The  respective  rights  of  the  defendants  in  interest,  as  fixed  by 
departmental  decision  aforesaid,  were  initiated  by  homestead  and  pre- 
emption filings,  or  applications  to  file  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ments as  of  the  following  dates: 

The  heirs  of  Lewis  Bell,  by  declaratory  statement  of  said  Bell,  now 
deceased,  filed  March  30, 1883. 
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Lizzie  W.  Carew,  widow  of  E.  S.  Carew,  by  the  homestead  entry  of 
said  Carew,  made  March  22, 1883. 

Frank  Jones,  by  application  to  file  declaratory  statement  on  April  o, 
1883. 

Martha  Stillings,  widow  and  heir  of  Andrew  StiUings,  deceased,  by 
application  of  the  said  Stillings  to  file  declaratory  statement  on  April 
26,1883. 

Julias  Caesar,  by  application  to  file  declaratory  statement  on  April  23. 
1883. 

The  grant  to  the  Florida  Central  and  Peninsular  Railroad  Company 
was  made  by  act  of  Congress,  May  17,  185G  (11  Stilt.,  15).  The  com 
pauy  filed  its  map  of  definite  location  ou  December  14, 1860,  but  it  ^vas 
not  approved  until  January  28, 1881,  for  reasons  not  necessary  to  con- 
sider, the  railroad  company  being  without  blame,  and  therefore  lost  no 
rights  by  the  long  delay. 

The  act  of  May  17, 1S5G  {supra)^  granted  to  said  company  every  alter- 
nate section  of  land  designated  by  odd-numbers,  for  si^  sections  in 
width  on  eacli  side  of  said  road,  for  several  lines,  among  which  was  one 
"from  Amelia  Island,  on  the  Atlantic,  to  the  waters  of  Tampa  Bay.'' 

The  question  here  involved  arises  under  the  last  proviso  of  the  grant- 
ing section,  and  is  as  follows: 

And  provided  further y  That  any  and  all  lands  heretofore  reserved  to  the  United 
States  by  any  act  of  CcngresS;  or  in  any  other  manner  by  competent  authority,  for 
the  purpose  of  aiding  in  any  object  of  internal  improvement,  or  for  any  other  par- 
pose  whatsoever,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  i-eserved  to  the  United  States  from  tie 
operation  of  this  act,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  found  necessary  to  locate  the  routes 
of  said  railroads  or  branch  through  such  reserved  lands;  in  which  case  the  right  of 
way  only  shall  be  granted,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

It  appears  that  the  road  was  built,  but  in  crossing  the  reservation 
aforesaid  the  line  of  constructed  road  deflects  from  the  line  of  definite 
location,  just  how  far  does  not  appear,  but  it  appears  to  have  been  a 
considerable  distance,  conceded  in  arguendo  to  be  more  thjin  two  hun- 
dred feet,  but  within  the  lateral  limits  of  the  gnint,  if  by  operation  of 
law  these  lines  extend  across  the  reservation.  The  line  of  definite 
location  does  not  touch  the  lands  in  controversy*  except  at  a  \K)int  on 
lot  16  where  it  crosses  the  line  of  constructed  road  at  a  large  angle. 

The  appeal  and  answer  raises  a  number  of  questions,  some  of  which 
are  frivolous,  and  some  of  which  are  res  judicata.  Stripped  of  all  these, 
there  are  two  questions  of  controlling  importance. 

1st.  In  crossing  the  Fort  Brooke  military  reservation  was  the  com- 
pany authorized  to  deflect  its  line  of  constructed  road  from  its  line  of 
definite  location,  and  as  subsidiary  to  this,  could  it  do  so  where  rights 
had  attached  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws  to  the  lands 
affected  thereby,  after  definite  location  and  in  advance  of  construction  t 

2d.  If  the  road  has  a  right  of  way  over  these  lands,  should  this  right 
be  reserved  in  the  patents  to  be  issued  to  the  owners  of  the  landf 
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Inasmach  as  an  affirmative  conclusion  on  tlie  second  question  must 
be  reached  to  make  a  consideration  of  the  other  necessary,  it  will  be 
considered  first. 

In  the  case  of  the  Pensacola  and  Louisville  Eailroad  Company,  19 
L.  D.,  3dG,  this  question  was  considered  at  length,  although  presented 
in  a  somewhat  dififerent  aspect.  The  question  there  presented  was, 
whether  lands  over  which  a  railroad  company  had  a  grant  of  right  of 
way,  subject  to  forfeiture  for  failure  to  build  its  road,  could  be  patented 
to  claimants  under  the  public  land  laws,  in  the  absence  of  a  declaration 
of  forfeiture  of  the  right  of  way.  On  this  question  it  was  therein  held 
(syllabus) : 

A  statatoiy  grant  of  a  railroad  right  of  way  in  a  grant  of  au  easemeDt,  and  the 
lauds  over  which  the  right  of  way  is  located  may  be  disposed  of  by  patent  to  others^ 
subject  to  whatever  ri^ht  the  company  may  have  in  the  name, 

and  it  was  said  in  that  decision: 

Yonr  office  is  advised  to  iiuiue  patents  for  the  land  affected  by  the  Louisville  and 
Pensacola  Railroad  grant,  reserving  in  general  terms  such  rights  as  the  company 
may  have  in  the  same  by  virtue  of  said  grant. 

To  reach  this  conclusion  it  was  held  by  necessary  implication  that 
the  company  was  entitled  to  a  reservation  of  its  rights  in  the  patent. 
If  this  be  true  of  a  railroad  company,  where  right  of  way  is  subject  to 
forfeiture,  it  is  true  a  fortiori  of  a  company  who  has  complied  with  the 
conditions  of  the  grant. 

In  the  case  of  ex  parte  Mary  G.  Amett  (20  L.  D.,  131),  it  was  held 
that  a  claim  reserving  the  right  of  way  should  not  be  inserted  in  final 
certificate  of  entry  and  patent  for  land  over  which  a  right  of  way  has 
heen  granted  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1875,  where  it  appears  that 
there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  conditions  imposed  by  said  act,  but  no 
re-assertion  of  ownership  by  the  government.  This  was  put  on  the 
express  ground  that  the  fourth  section  of  said  act  provided,  that  ''all 
such  lands  over  which  such  right  of  way  shall  pass  shall  be  disposed  of 
subject  to  such  right  of  way,"  that  therefore  the  rights  of  the  railroad 
company  (if  it  had  any)  were  protected  by  statute,  and  the  case  of  the 
Pensacola  and  Louisville  railroad  company  (supra)  was  in  this  regard 
distinguished. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  no  question  of  forfeiture  for  failure  of  the 
conditions  subsequent,  and  the  public  land  laws  under  which  these 
patents  will  issue  do  not  in  terms  protect  the  company's  rights.  I  am, 
t]ierefore,  of  opinion  that  if  the  plaintiff  company  has  a  grant  of  right 
of  way  across  said  reservation  on  the  line  of  its  constructed  road,  and 
is  not  estopped  from  asserting  that  right  by  its  own  acts,  the  limitation 
asked  for  should  be  incorporated  in  the  patents. 

On  the  first  question  it  is  contended  by  the  company  that  by  oper- 
ation of  law  the  lines  of  the  lateral  limits  of  its  grant  are  extended 
across  the  reservation  for  the  purposes  of  a  right  of  way,  that  it  had  a 
right  to  build  its  road  anywhere  within  such  limits,  and  that  in  cross* 
iug  the  reservation  its  road  was  built  within  such  limits. 
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The  case  at  bar  is  different  in  two  important  particnlars.  Tbe  home- 
stead  and  pre-emption  claimants  berein  do  not  seek  to  acquire  title  to 
lands  over  which  a  railroad  company  has  selected  its  right  of  way  by 
map  of  definite  location,  nor  did  the  company  baild  on  its  line  of  deii- 
nite  location.  That  the  grants  of  right  of  way  and  of  lands  in  aid  of 
the  construction  of  plaintiff  company^s  road  were  grants  in  presenti; 
that  these  grants  were  a  float  until  the  line  of  the  road  was  definitely 
fixed,  and  that  then  the  selection  of  the  lands  and  of  the  right  of  way 
was  made  thereby,  and  the  right  to  lands  and  easements  thus  selected 
vested  in  the  company  as  of  the  date  of  tbe  grant,  are  propositions 
well  settled.  See  Railroad  Company  v.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S.j  St.  Paul 
and  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  139  U.  S.,  and  cases  cited.  But  these  principles 
do  not  sustain  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  company  herein.  The 
grant  of  right  of  way  to  the  Florida  Central  and  Peninsular  Railroad 
across  the  Fort  Brooke  Reservation  was  a  grant  in  presmitiy  and 
attached  on  definite  location  as  of  tbe  date  of  the  grant,  but  it  did  not 
attach  to  the  whole  reservation.  The  map  of  definite  location  was  a 
designation  of  the  lands  selected  for  the  purposes  of  the  right  of  way, 
and  the  company's  right  attached  to  these  lands  as  of  tbe  date  of  the 
grant,  and  by  this  act  all  other  lands  within  the  reservation  were 
released  from  the  company's  claim.  If  the  government  were  the  only 
party  in  interest,  the  same  cogent  reasons  would  not  exist  for  invoking 
a  strict  interpretation  of  the  law,  inasmuch  as  it  would  make  no  differ- 
ence to  the  government  at  what  point  the  railroad  crossed  the  reserva- 
tion, but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  company  has  no  legal  right  to 
materially  defiect  its  road  from  its  line  of  definite  location,  and  where 
adverse  rights  have  attached  to  lands  affected  thereby,  the  land  depart- 
ment will  not  embarrass  the  remedy  of  tbe  legal  title  holders  of  such 
lands,  against  the  company  in  the  courts,  by  making  reservations  of 
rights  of  way  in  the  patents  to  be  issued  to  the  owners  of  the  land. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


ABANDONED  MILITARY  RESERVATION-FORT  ABRAHAM  LINCOLN. 

Insteuotions. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington,  D.  C,  March  19, 1896. 

Register  and  Receiver, 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota. 

Gentlemen  :  Tbe  appraisal  of  the  lands  in  the  Fort  Abraham  Lin- 
coln abandoned  military  reservation  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  tbe  Interior. 

Tbe  lands  on  this  reservation  are  subject  to  disposal  under  tbe  act  of 
August  23,  1894,  (28  Stat.,  491).  See  circular  December  1,  1894,  (19 
L.  D.,  392). 


DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS,  457 

On  April  9, 1895,  (30  L.  D.,  303),  the  Secretary  directed  tliis  office  to 
issue  iiiBtruetions  under  said  tf.et  of  August  23, 1804,  as  follows : 

That  the  homesteader  be  given  the  option  in  making  payment  npon  his  entry  of 
these  lands,  of  making  his  payments  in  five  equal  payments  to  date  from  the  time  of 
the  acceptance  of  his  proof  tendered  on  his  entry,  and  that  the  rate  of  interest  npon 
deferred  payments  be  charged  at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  per  annum. 

A  copy  of  said  appraisal  has  been  filed  in  your  office,  and  upon  the 
request  of  entrymen  you  will  inform  them  at  what  rate  the  lands  entered 
by  them  have  been  appraised. 

In  allowing  entries  for  lands  in  this  reservation  you  will,  in  each 
case,  endorse  on  the  applications  ^^Fort  Abraham  Lincoln  Reservation, 
Act  of  August  23,  1894,"  and  make  the  same  annotation  on  your 
abstract  of  homestead  entries. 

Under  the  x>rovi8ion8  of  the  homestead  law,  an  entryman  has  the 
right  either  to  commute  his  entry  after  fonrteen  months  from  the  date 
of  entry,  or  offer  final  proof  under  Sec.  2291,  R.  S.  In  entries  under 
said  act  of  August  23,  1894,  he  may,  at  his  option,,  commute  after 
fonrteen  months  with  full  payment  in  cash  or,  after  submitting  ordi- 
nary five  year  final  proof  and  after  its  acceptance,  he  may  pay  for  the 
land  the  full  amount  of  the  appraised  value  thereof,  without  interest, 
or  lie  may  make  payment  in  five  equal  installments,  the  first  payment 
to  be  made  one  year  after  the  acceptance  of  his  final  proof,  and  subse- 
quent payments  to  be  made  annually  thereafter,  interest  to  be  charged 
at  the  rate  of  4  ])er  cent,  per  annum  from  the  date  of  the  acceptance 
of  final  proof  until  all  payments  are  made. 

In  case  the  full  amount  is  paid  after  fourteen  months  from  date  of 
entry  you  will,  if  the  proof  is  satisfactory,  issue  cash  certificate  and 
receipt;  and  in  the  event  that  regular  final  proof  is  made,  and  the  full 
amount  then  paid,  you  will  issue  final  certificate  and  receipt;  but  when 
partial  payments  are  made  the  receiver  will  issue  a  receipt  only  for  the 
amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  paid,  re]K)rting  the  same  in  a  special 
column  of  the  abstract  of  homestead  receipts,  and  at  the  time  the  last 
payment  is  made,  you  will  issue  the  final  pax)ers  as  in  ordinary  home- 
stead entries. 

In  issuing  final  papers,  you  will  make  the  proper  annotations  thereon, 
as  well  as  on  the  applications  and  abstracts,  as  before  directed,  to  show 
that  the  entry  covers  land  in  the  Fort  Abraham  Lincoln  Reservation. 

You  are  further  advised  that  the  ^ame  rule,  as  to  the  allowance  of 
credit  for  residence  prior  to  entry  and  for  military  service,  applies  to 
entries  under  the  said  act  of  August  23,  1894,  as  to  other  homestead 
entries. 

Where,  upon  submitting  final  i>roof8  the  entrymen  elect  to  make 
payment  for  the  lands  entered  in  five  annual  installments,  you  are 
authorized  to  make  the  usual  charges  for  reducing  the  testimony  to 
writing,  but  as  the  final  certificate  and  receipt  cannot  be  issued  until 
the  last  payment  is  made  you  cannot  charge  the  final  commissions 
until  said  final  certificate  and  receipt  are  issued. 


458  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE    PUBLIC   LANDS. 

Where  tlie  entrymen  submit  final  proofs  and  elect  to  pay  for  the 
lands  in  installments,  you  will  not  give  said  proofs  current  numbers 
and  dates,  but  will,  if  they  are  acceptable  to  you,  make  proper  notes 
on  your  records  showing  that  satisfa<;tory  proof  has  been  made  and  the 
dates  upon  which  the  partial  payments  must  be  made,  and  then  trans- 
mi:  said  x)roofs  to  this  office,  in  special  letters,  and  not  in  your  monthly 
returns,  for  filing  with  the  original  entries. 

There  are  no  guarantees  to  be  taken  in  order  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  installments,  but  if,  when  each  iustallment  is  due,  any  entryman 
fails  to  pay  the  same  you  will  report  the  matter  to  this  office  when 
proper  action  will  be  taken  in  the  case. 

By  letter  ''C"  of  January  28, 1S9G,  you  were  directed,  under  instruc- 
tions from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  not  to  allow  entries  for  lands 
in  Sibley  Island,  which  is  a  part  of  this  reservation.  You  will  observe 
said  instructions  until  further  orders. 

The  official  plats  show  that  the  lands  in  said  Island  embrace  lots  5 
and  G,  Sec.  29;  lots  7,  8,  9,  10  and  SW.  J,  Sec.  28;  lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 
SE.  i  SE.  i,  Sec.  32;  lots  2,  3,  W.  i  NE.  J,  NW.  J  SE.  J  and  SW.  J, 
Sec.  33;  lots  5,  C,  and  7,  Sec.  34,  T.  138  N.,  R.  80  W.,  and  lots  12  and 
13,  Sec.  3;  lots  0,  7,  8,  9,  10  and  11,  Sec,  4;  lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  G,  S.  i  XE. 
i,  SE.  i  y^y.  J,  SE.  J,  and  NE.  i  NW.  i.  Sec.  5;  lots  9  and  10  Sec.  8, 
and  lot  5,  Sec.  9,  T.  137  K,  R.  80  W. 

There  is  now  pending  in  Congress  a  bill  proposing  to  grant  to  the 
State  of  North  Dakota  for  educational  puri)oses  all,  or  so  much  as 
belongs  to  the  government,  of  sections  11,  12,  13, 14,  23  and  24,  T.  138 
N.,  K.  81  W.,  together  with  the  buildings  thereon. 

You  will  therefore  not  allow  any  entries  for  lands  in  said  sections. 

The  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad,  in  North  Dakota,  was 
definitely  located  from  Fargo  to  Bismarck,  May  2G,  1873,  and  from  Bis- 
marck to  the  Little  Missouri  River,  July  20, 1880.  The  terminal  between 
these  two  locations  passes  through  townships  137  and  138  N.,  ranges 
80  and  81  west,  wherein  said  reservation  was  located.  Such  lands  of 
the  reservation  as  lie  east  of  said  terminal  and  were  included  in  the 
original  reservation  of  February  11,  1873,  were  excluded  from  the  rail- 
road grant.  The  balance  of  the  land  lying  east  of  the  terminal  (those 
embraced  in  the  reservation  as  enlarged)  were  not  so  excluded  by  reason 
of  the  reservation,  and  the  claim  of  the  railroad  company  thereto  must 
be  adjudicated  in  the  usual  manner. 

All  the  lands  lying  west  of  said  terminal  and  includetl  in  the  reser- 
vation, either  as  originally  established  or  enlarged  were  excluded  and 
excepted  from  the  railroad  grant. 

Very  respectfully,  E.  F.  Best, 

Atisistant  Commissioner. 

Approved,  April  10, 189G. 
Jno.  M.  Reynolds, 

Acting  Secretary. 
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RAILROAD  LANDS— SECTION  5,  ACT  OF  M^IRCII  3,  1887. 

OSBOBN  ET  AL.    l\   KNIGHT. 

The  erroneous  denial  of  an  asserted  right  of  purchase  under  section  5,  act  of  March 
3,  1887,  and  recognition  of  intervening  adverse  claims,  will  not  preclude  subse- 
quent supervisory  action  on  behalf  of  the  applicant,  if  the  lands  involved  are 
yet  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commisaioner  of  the  General  Land  Offive^ 
(J.  I.  H.)  April  10,  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

CTncler  date  of  October  1, 1895,  upon  a  motion  for  re-review  of  depart- 
mental decision  of  March  3,  1893,  not  reported,  filed  on  bebalf  of  John 
n.  Knight,  the  facts  relative  to  certain  lands  in  Sec.  35,  T.  48  N.,  R.  4 
W.,  and  Sec.  3,  T.  47  N.,  R.  4  W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin, 
involved  in  the  case  of  A.  R.  Osborn  et.  al.  r,  John  H.  Knight,  were 
reviewed. 

This  land  is  within  the  limits  of  the  indemnity  withdrawal  made 
under  the  grant  of  June  3, 1856  (11  Stat.,  20),  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  the  Bayfield  branch  of  the  road  now  known  as  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis  and  Omaha  railroad. 

By  the  act  of  May  5,  18G4  (13  Stat.,  66),  the  grant  of  1856,  before 
referred  to,  was  increased  from  six  to  tin  sections  per  mile,  and  a  new 
grant  was  also  made  of  ten  sections  per  mile  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  the  road  afterwards  known  as  the  Wisconsin  Central  railroad.  Upon 
the  location  of  the  last  mentioned  road,  the  land  in  (juestion  was  included 
within  the  primary  limits  of  said  grant  and  was  also  found  to  be  within 
the  four  miles  additional  grant  for  the  Omaha  road,  so  that  it  is  within 
the  common  ten  miles  limit  of  the  two  grants  under  the  act  of  1864. 

Under  the  rulings  of  this  Department,  made  prior  to  the  decision  of 
the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  railroad  com- 
pany V.  Forsyth  (159  U.  S.,  46),  it  was  held  that  lands  within  the 
indemnity  limits  under  the  act  of  1856  were  excepted  from  the  grant 
made  by  the  act  of  1864,  so  far  as  the  Central  company  is  concerned. 
This  was  the  ruling  which  prevailed  at  the  time  of  the  adjustment  of 
the  Omaha  grant,  and  the  land  in  question  was  held  to  have  been 
excepted  from  the  Central  grant,  because  of  said  reservation  for  indem- 
nity purposes  under  the  act  of  1856. 

On  October  25, 1889,  Knight  filed  an  ai)plication  to  purchase  land 
within  the  sections  first  described,  under  the  provisions  of  section  five 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  alleging  that  he  had  pur- 
chased the  land  from  the  Wisconsin  Central  railroad  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. Protests  were  filed  against  the  acceptance  of  Knight's 
proof,  by  A.  R.  Osborn  et  al,,  and  upon  the  record  made  in  said  con- 
troversy your  office  found  that  Knight  was  not  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
for  the  reason  that  it  was  shown  that  he  had  been  register  of  the  local 
office  at  Bayfield,  and  was,  therefore,  apprised  of  the  condition  existing 
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between  the  two  grants  and  must  liave  had  knowledge  of  the  fact  that 
these  lauds  had  been  reserved  for  the  Omaha  grant  prior  to  the  date  of 
the  passage  of  the  act  roaking  the  grant  for  the  Central  company  and 
the  location  thereunder,  which  decision  was  sustained  by  this  Depart- 
ment in  the  decision  of  March  3,  1893  (not  reported). 

A  review  of  this  decision  was  denied  March  3,  1894,  not  reported. 
Following  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  the  Wiscon- 
sin Central  railroad  r.  Forsyth,  supra,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the 
reservation  for  indemnity  purposes  on  account  of  the  Omaha  grant  did 
not  prevent  the  attachment  of  rights  under  the  Central  grant  a  motion 
for  re-review  was  filed  on  behalf  of  John  H.  Knight,  which  was  con- 
sidered in  departmental  decision  of  October  1,  1895  (not  reported). 

In  said  decision  it  was  held : 

As  before  8tat«i1,  Knight's  application  to  purchase  was  denied,  nnd  the  supreme 
court  having  held  that  the  title  to  said  land  is  not  in  the  United  States^  a  review  of 
that  part  of  the  decision  can  avail  nothing. 

But  in  view  of  the  fact,  that  the  recent  decision  of  the  court  reversed  the  previona 
decision  of  this  Department  as  to  the  rights  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  11.  K.  Com- 
pany within  the  conllict  before  referred  to,  and  of  the  farther  fact  that  entries  have 
been  allowed  on  these  lands  under  the  previous  ruling,  I  have  directed  that  these 
entrynien  be  calletl  upon  to  show  cause  why  their  entries  shonld  not  be  canceled,  to 
the  end  that  in  case  there  is  no  reason  shown  for  holding  the  lands  to  have  been 
excepted  fVom  the  Wisconsin  Central  grant,  otherwise  than  the  fact  that  they  were 
within  the  indemnity  withdrawal  under  tLe  act  of  1856,  the  conflicts  may  be  cleared 
froiu  the  record.  The  previous  holding  of  the  Hepartuieut  that  the  withdrawal 
uuder  the  act  of  1856  served  to  defeat  the  grant  under  the  act  of  1864,  for  the  Wis- 
consin Central  railroad  company,  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in 
the  case  before  referred  tOy  must  be  recalled  and  viicated,  ami  the  rights  of  the 
W^isconsin  Central  railroad,  within  said  conflict,  must  be  adjudicated  in  accordance 
with  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  before  referred  to. 

Acting  ander  the  directions  given,  it  appears  that  those  who  had 
been  permitted  to  make  homestead  entries  of  the  lands  covered  by 
the  former  application  by  Knight  were  called  upon  to  show  cause 
why  their  entries  shonld  not  be  canceled,  to  which,  all  except  one,  it 
appears,  responded. 

In  considering  the  showings  made  yoar  office  decision  of  February 
12, 189G,  found  that  the  lands  in  question  are  opi>osite  and  coterminous 
to  the  constructed  part  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  railroad,  but  that 
certain  of  the  lands  were  excepted  from  said  grant  by  reason  of  the 
existence  of  pre-emption  filings  at  the  date  of  the  attachment  of  rights 
under  said  grant.  As  to  the  land  not  so  included,  it  is  held  that  the 
same  passed  to  the  Central  grant,  but  as  to  those  tracts  covered  by 
filings,  it  is  held  that  the  same  are  excepted  from  the  Central  grant. 
In  the  matter  of  the  latter  class  the  question  of  the  respective  rights 
of  the  entrymen  and  Knight,  under  his  application  to  purchase  made 
in  ISSO,  as  before  stated,  is  further  considereil,  and  it  is  held  that  in  the 
light  of  the  recent  decision  of  the  supreme  court,  before  referi'ed  to,  the 
knowledge  of  which  Knight  is  held  to  have  been  apprised  by  reason 
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of  liis  position  of  register,  cannot  be  held  to  affect  the  bona  fides  of  his 
purchase  from  the  Wisconsin  Central  railroad  company,  and  said 
application  to  purchase  is,  as  to  the  said  lands,  re-instated  and  recom- 
mended for  allowance,  and  the  conflicting  homestead  entries  held  for 
cancellation. 

From  said  decision  the  entrymen  appeal,  alleging  that  the  matter  of 
Knight's  right  under  his  application  to  purchase  is  res  adjudicata^  and 
that  Knight's  motion  for  review  was  in  effect  denied  by  the  decision  of 
October  1,  1895,  quoted  from. 

While  the  decision  referred  to  fails  to  consider  Knight's  motion,  so 
far  as  affects  his  application  to  purchase,  it  was  not  the  purpose  thereof 
to  adhere  to  the  decision  denying  his  claimed  right  of  purchase,  but 
rather  to  treat  the  case  as  though  this  question  \\^as  eliminated,  it 
appearing  so  far  as  then  shown  by  the  record  before  me,  that  Knight 
was  fully  protected  under  his  purchase  of  the  company. 

It  must  be  apparent  from  the  recitation  heretofore  made  that  the 
reservation  for  the  Omaha  grant  in  nowise  affected  the  attachment  of 
rights  under  the  Central  grant,  so  that  Knight's  knowledge  of  such 
reservation  in  nowise  affected  the  bona  fides  of  his  purchase  from  the 
Central  company,  and  were  it  not  for  the  filings  of  record  at  the  date 
of  the  attachment  of  rights  under  the  Central  grant,  Knight  would 
be  fully  protected  by  reason  of  his  purchase  from  the  Central  company » 

Certain  of  the  lands  covered  by  his  application  to  purchase  under 
the  act  of  1887  were,  as  before  stated,  excepted  from  the  Central  grant, 
by  reason  of  subsisting  pre-emption  claims  of  record  at  the  date  of  the 
attachment  of  rights  under  the  Central  grant. 

As  to  such  lands.  Knight's  application  to  purchase  must  prevail. 

He  purchased  tiie  lands  of  the  Central  company  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  whether  before  or  after  the  passage  of  the  act  is  not 
material.     (Balch  i\  Andrews  et  aL,  23  L.  D.,  238.) 

He  duly  applied  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  and 
made  proof  as  required. 

The  conflicting  entries  were  all  initiated  subsequently  to  his  applica- 
tion to  purchase. 

He  did  all  that  was  necessary  to  protect  him  in  his  rights,  and  the 
fact  that  he  was  erroneously  denied  such  right,  and  others  allowed  to 
make  entry  of  the  lands  applied  for,  cannot  be  successfully  pleaded  as 
a  sufiiclent  reason  to  prevent  the  reconsideration  of  the  matter  and  the 
re-instatement  of  Knight's  application,  the  lauds  still  being  within  tlie 
jurisdiction  of  this  Department.  In  the  case  of  Knight  v,  U.  S.  Land 
Association  (142  U.  S.,  178),  it  was  held: — 

It  makes  no  difference  whether  the  appeal  is  in  regnlar  form  according  to  the 
established  rnles  of  the  Depurtnieut^  or  whether  the  Secretary  on  his  own  motion, 
knowing  that  injustice  is  aboat  to  be  done  by  some  action  of  the  Commissioner, 
takes  np  the  case  and  disposes  of  it  in  accordance  with  law  and  jnstice.  The  Secre- 
tary is  the  guardian  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  over  the  pnblic  lands.    The 
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obligations  of  his  oath  of  office  oblige  him  to  see  that  the  law  is  carried  out,  and 
that  none  of  the  public  domain  is  wasted  or  is  disposed  of  to  a  party  not  t^ntitlcd 
to  it. 

No  appearance  having  been  made  on  tlie  part  of  the  pre-emptors 
wliose  filings  were  of  record,  uncanceled,  at  tbe  date  of-tbe  attachment 
of  rights  under  the  Central  grant,  the  same  will  not  interfere  with 
Knight's  purchase. 

I  therefore  affirm  your  office  decision,  and  direct  that  upon  comple- 
tion of  entry  by  Knight,  the  conflicting  homestead  entries  be  canceled. 


pitacmce— contestant— c:c)sts—ixterest  of  the  ooverxme:?rr. 

Heggen  ?:.  Floyd. 

A  contest  instituted  under  section  2,  act  of  May  14,  1880,  and  prosecuted  until  the 
charge  as  laid  therein  is  apparently  established  should  not  be  dismissed  on 
the  contestant's  refusal  to  make  further  advances  for  the  costs,  but  treat<ed 
thereafter  as  between  the  goyemment  and  the  entryman. 

A  contestant  vrho,  after  the  submission  of  his  own  testimony,  declines  to  pay  the 
further  costs  of  the  case,  is  without  interest  in  the  controversy,  and  has  no 
standing  to  complain  of  the  refusal  of  the  local  officers  to  recognize  him  in  the 
subsequent  proceedings. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Comminsioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
(J.  I.  H.)  April  14 J  1896.  (W.  F.  M.^ 

On  April  10, 1891,  Bessie  Olson,  now  Mrs.  Floyd,  made  homestead 
entry  of  the  NE,  J  of  section  13,  township  105  N.,  range  76  W.,  witbin 
the  land  district  of  Ohamberlain,  Sonth  Dakota,  and  on  July  18,  1894, 
Andrew  Heggen  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  charging  abandonment, 
change  of  residence  for  more  than  six  months  and  failure  of  settleitient 
and  cultivation  as  required  by  law,  and  undertook  to  pay  the  exxienses 
of  a  hearing. 

The  hearing  was  begun  and  proceeded  until  the  contestant  had  sub- 
mitted his  testimony,  when,  according  to  the  record  the  following 
proceedings  occurred : 

The  contestant  having  rested,  paid  tbe  costs  under  Rule  55,  and  having  fully  estab- 
lished all  the  charges  made,  now  gives  notice  that  the  claimant,  if  she  desires  to 
make  any  defense,  must  do  so  at  her  own  expense,  and  the  contestant  declines  to 
pay  any  further  expense  in  the  taking  of  testimony. 

To  which  the  register  and  receiver  state  that  this  case  was  commenced,  notice 
issued  and  the  testimony  taken  thus  far  wholly  and  exclusively  under  Rule  54,  and 
has  been  done  so  and  was  so  done  under  the  oath  of  the  contestant  filed  in  this  case 
that  he  would  pay  the  costs  in  this  case;  and  if  he  refuses  to  pay  any  costs  in  the 
case,  as  far  as  this  contestant  is  concerned,  the  case  will  be  promptly  dismissed,  and 
at  the  same  time  claimant  is  notified  that  she  will  be  allowed  to  present  such  testi- 
mony as  she  may  desire  to  show  her  residence,  improvements  of  good  faith,  in  con- 
nection with  her  homestead  entry. 

Under  the  ruling  the  contestant  still  refuses  to  pay  any  of  the  further  costs  of  the 
hearing. 
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Whereupon  comes  tbe  claimant,  and  states  to  the  Hon.  register  and  receiver  that 
the  affidavit  for  contest  being  sncb  as  to  place  the  same  under  Kule  5i,  and  she  under- 
HtaDding  that  the  examination  herein  would  proceed  under  that  rule,  has  made  no 
arraDgements  to  raise  money  to  take  testimony  in  this  case;  that  she  is  a  poor 
woman,  and  has  just  recovered  from  a  long  spell  of  sickness,  and  is  at  this  time 
utterly  unable  to  obtain  the  means  to  pay  for  taking  down  any  testimony  iu  the  case ; 
but  being  desirous  of  fully  showing  and  establishing  her  residence,  occupancy  and 
cultivation  in  good  faith  of  her  claim,  now  asks  that  this  examination  be  jjostponed 
for  ten  days  to  enable  her  to  raise  the  money  necessary  to  pay  the  expenses  of  tak- 
ing testimony.  She  states  that  this  motion  is  induced  by  reason  of  the  surprise 
caused  hy  the  extraordinary  change  of  base  by  the  contestant. 

In  view  of  the  extraordinary  action  of  tho  contestant's  attorneys  at  this  time,  the 
claimant  will  be  allowed  a  continuance  to  put  in  such  testimony  as  she  m»y  desire 
in  support  of  her  entry,  and  the  case  is  continued  for  that  purpose  until  the  22nd  day 
of  November,  1894,  at  the  hour  of  9  o^-lock  A.  M. 

To  the  dismissal  of  the  case  and  the  refusal  of  the  register  and  receiver  to  further 
recognize  the  contestant  or  his  attorneys  in  this  case,  or  ])ermit  cross-examination  of 
claimant  and  her  witnesses,  the  contestant  duly  excepts. 

The  contestaut  appealed  from  tbe  action  of  the  register  and  receiver 
iu  dismissing  the  contest  so  far  as  Le  was  concerned,  and  has  prose- 
cuted a  further  appeal  here  from  the  decision  of  your  oflSce  affirming 
that  of  the  local  office,  pro  tanto,  but  holding  the  latter  to  have  been 
OQsted  of  its  jurisdiction,  and  that  there  was,  therefore,  no  authority 
fur  further  proceedings  thereafter. 

Pursuant  to  the  ruling  of  the  register  and  receiver  the  testimony  of 
the  coutestee  was  t-aken,  however,  and  is  a  part  of  the  record,  though 
it  was  not  considered  by  your  office,  and  by  their  letter  of  November 
26, 1894,  after  a  review  of  all  the  i)roceeding8  had  in  tlie  case,  and  hav- 
ing considered  the  testimony  submitted  by  both  parties,  tliey  recom- 
mended that  the  entry  of  Mrs.  Floyd  be  allowed  to  remain  intact. 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  is  fully  presented  in  his  third  and 
fourth  specifications  of  error,  as  follows : 

There  was  error  in  holding  that  the  contestant  in  this  case  did  not  have  the  legal 
right  to  prosecute  this  contest  under  rule  of  practice  No.  55. 

And: 

Contestants  have  under  the  law  and  rules  of  practice  the  exclusive  right  to  deter> 
mine  under  what  rule  of  practice  tbey  will  prosecute  and  there  was  error  in  the 
Commissioner  determining  for  this  contestant  that  his  contest  was  and  could  be 
prosecuted  only  under  rule  of  practice  No.  54. 

The  case  of  Hansen  v.  Nilson  fit  aL,  20  L.  D.,  197,  the  latest  expres- 
sion of  this  Department  on  the  question,  is  similar  in  many  of  its  facts 
to  that  under  consideration,  and  appears,  in  arguendo^  to  sustain  the 
view  of  the  contestant. 

Where  a  contest,  [it  is  said  there]  commenced  under  Rule  54,  has  been  sustained 
hythe  testimony  offered  by  the  contestant^  the  claimant  is  put  upon  his  defense 
whether  the  contestant  claims  the  preference  right  or  not.  If  at  any  stage  of  the 
proceedings  prior  to  closing  his  case  the  contestant  waives  the  preference  right 
of  entry,  or  if  he  should  decline  to  pay  the  cost,  as  required  by  Rule  54,  the  case 
Bhonld  proceed  as  if  it  had  been  commenced  under  Rule  55.    There  is  no  rule  to 
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force  contestant  to  pay  all  costs  of  the  proceeding  if  he  should  waive  the  prefer- 
ence right  of  entry,  and  if  he  shonld  refase  to  pay  all  cost  as  required  by  Rale  54,  he 
would  then  forfeit  the  preference  right,  and  the  goTemment  wonld  continue  the 
prosecution  of  the  case  if  the  testimony  submitted  by  the  contestant  showed  that 
the  claimant  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  law. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  it  is  iiot  said  that  the  contestant 
shall  be  permitted  to  coutinae  as  the  prosecutor  of  the  case,  but  that 
^^the  government  woald  coutinne  the  prosecution  of  the  caae."  The 
theory  of  the  case  is  more  fully  disclosed  in  the  paragragh  following 
that  last  quoted : 

The  government  is  a  necessary  party  to  every  proceeding  under  a  contest,  and  it 
is  the  duty  of  its  officers  to  guard  and  conserve  its  interests  as  they  may  appear. 
Where  a  contestant  at  any  stage  of  the  proceeding  drops  out  of  the  case,  leaving  a 
record  of  testimony  clearly  showing  that  the  entry  should  be  canceled,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  ^ovemmeut  to  act  upon  it  and  to  cancel  the  entry,  and  to  restore  the  land  to 
the  public  domain. 

The  precedent  cited  goes  no  further  than  to  establish  the  rule  that 
a  case  iustitutt^d  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880, 
and  proceeded  with  until  the  allegations  of  the  affidavit  have  been 
apparently  sustained,  should  not  be  dismissed,  though  the  contestant 
refuse  to  make  further  advances  for  costs,  or  do  any  other  act  indicat- 
ing his  retirement  from  the  case  as  its  responsible  and  active  prose- 
cutor. Plainly,  the  rule  thus  announced,  and  it  is  an  eminently  x)ro]ier 
one,  arises  out  of  the  obligation  devolved  by  law  upon  this  Department 
to  guard  the  interests  of  the  government  as  they  relate  to  the  public 
domain,  however  and  wherever  those  interests  may  api^ear. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  the  register  and  receiver  did  not  dismiss 
the  case  absolutely,  but  only  in  so  far  as  the  contestant  was  concerned. 
Having  refused  to  make  further  advances  for  the  expense  of  the  hear- 
ing, and  thereby  forfeited  the  preference  right  awarded  him  by  law  in 
the  event  of  a  favorable  issue  of  his  suit,  he  was  no  longer  a  party  in 
interest.  The  issue  was  left  between  the  government  and  the  entry- 
man,  and  in  behalf  of  the  former  the  local  officers  proceeded  with  the 
case  to  its  end,  and  upon  the  whole  record,  rendered  a  decision  in  favor 
of  the  latter.  While  it  is  true  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver 
in  refusing  to  further  recognize  the  contestant  or  his  attorneys  appears 
to  have  been  somewhat  arbitrary,  it  is  not  shown  that  the  government 
has  suffered  any  injury,  and  in  view  of  the  manifest  bad  faith  of  the 
contestant  as  evidenced  by  his  abrupt  and  unexi)lained  change  of 
attitude,  this  action  is  not  without  excuse.  And  in  any  event,  it  is  to 
be  observed,  finally,  that  he  is  without  standing  to  complain,  being 
without  interest  in  the  controversy. 

The  Department  has  not  the  benefit  of  the  judgment  of  your  office 
upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  but  it  is  not  thought  necessary  to  remand 
it  on  that  account.  The  testimony  has  been  carefully  examined,  and  I 
concur  in  the  conclusion  of  the  local  officers,  who  had  the  witnesses 
before  them,  that  there  is  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  entry,  which 
will,  therefore,  be  permited  to  stand. 
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HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-SETTI^MENT  BIGHT— GOOD  FAITH. 

KEELEB  10.  Landby. 

A  homestead  entry  made  with  ftill  knowledge  of  the  prior  settlement  olaira  and 
improyements  of  another,  and  with  intent  to  take  advantage  of  the  impover- 
ished coi^dition  of  such  claimant,  is  wanting  in  good  faith,  and  will  he  canceled, 
although  each  adverse  claimant  may  have  failed  to  assert  his  right  within  the 
statutory  period. 

Aisi%ng  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

April  3j  1896.  (0.  J.  G.) 

I  have  examined  the  record  in  the  appeal  of  Rene  Landry  from  your 
office  decision  of  March  8, 1895,  holding  for  cancellation  hia  homestead 
entry  for  the  B.  }  of  8W.  J  and  lots  3  and  4  of  Sec.  30,  T.  30  N.,  R.  67 
E.,  Spokane  land  district,  Washington. 

The  evidence  discloses  the  fact  that  while  the  contestant  may  havis 
been  gailty  of  some  negligence  in  the  matter  of  perfecting  his  entry 
within  the  statutory  period,  yet  the  contestee  has  not  shown  that  good 
faith  which  the  law  requires  of  settlers  on  the  public  lands.  The 
contestee  had  full  knowledge  of  contestant's  settlement  and  improve- 
ments, and  he  evidently  took  advantage  of  contestant's  impoverished 
condition. 

In  Rector  v.  Gibbon  (111  U.  S.,  276),  the  supreme  court,  speaking  of 
the  system  of  public  land  laws,  says : 

Its  aim  has  been  to  protect  those  who  in  good  faith  have  settled  upon  public  land 
and  made  improvements  thereon,  and  not  those  who  by  violence  or  fraud  or  breaches 
of  contract  have  intruded  upon  the  possessions  of  original  settlers  and  endeavored 
to  appropriate  the  benefit  of  their  labors.  There  has  been  in  this  respect  in  the 
whole  legislation  of  the  country  a  consistent  observance  of  the  rules  of  natural 
right  and  justice. 

In  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (4  L.  D.,  168),  it  was  said  (syllabus): 

Thewrongftil  act  of  an  entryman,  whereby  the  settlement  rights  of  another  claim- 
snt  for  the  same  tract,  were  not  protected  by  filing  or  entry,  will  not  be  allowed  to 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  such  en  try  man. 

All  the  facts  in  the  case  at  bar,  taken  together,  warrant  the  conclu- 
sion reached  by  your  office. 
Your  said  office  decision  is  hereby  affirmed. 
10332— VOL  22 30 
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HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-SECOND  CONTESTANT. 

Stbansky  v.  Shaut. 

The  right  of  a  second  contestant  to  a  Judgment  on  the  charge  as  made  by  him  and 
established  by  the  evidence,  can  not  be  defeated  by  acts  performed  with  a  view 
to  oaring  the  alleged  defaalt  after  snch  contest  is  filed,  bat  before  notice  thereof, 
and  pending  the  disposition  of  a  prior  collnsire  contest. 

Acting  Seeretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

(J.  I.  H.)  April  14^  1896.  (J.  L.) 

( 

This  case  involves  the  ISTE.  J  of  section  14,  T.  104  N.,  R.  70  W.,  5th 
principal  meridian,  Ghamberiain  land  district,  Sonth  Dakota.  On 
April  5, 1890  Lizzie  A.  Shant  made  homestead  entry  No.  56  of  said 
land.  And  on  October  6, 1890,  she  procured  leave  of  absence  for  one 
year. 

On  Jnly  13,  1894,  John  A.  Stransky  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said'entry  alleging: 

That  the  said  Lizzie  A.  Shaut  has  wholly  abandoned  said  traot,  and  changed  her 
residence  therefrom  for  more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry,  and  next 
prior  to  the  date  herein ;  and  that  said  tract  is  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by 
■aid  party  as  required  by  law. 

A  hearing  was  had  beginning  S^tember  19,  and  ending  September 
24, 1894.  On  September  28, 1894,  the  local  officers  recommended  that 
the  contest  be  dismissed. 

On  appeal,  your  office  on  February  21, 1895,  affirmed  said  decision, 
dismissed  Stransky's  contest,  and  held  Shaut's  entry  intact.  Stransky 
appealed  to  this  Department. 

It  appears  that  when  Stransky's  affidavit  of  contest  was  filed,  there 
was  pending  against  said  entry  a  contest  initiated  by  one  Henry  F. 
Thompson  which  was  set  for  hearing  on  August  8,  1894.  Neither 
party  appeared ;  the  contest  was  dismissed ;  and  notice  for  a  hearing 
of  Stransky's  contest  was  issued,  and  served  on  the  entry  woman  the 
same  day,  towit:  August  8,  1894.  When  under  cross-examination 
Miss  Shaut  was  asked :  '<  State  if  said  Thompson  did  not  file  a  contest 
against  your  claim  on  the  ground  of  abandonment,  and  if  yon  did  not 
or  Mr.  Sanborn  for  you,  pay  Mr.  Thompson  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars 
not  to  appear  f"  She  refused  to  answer  the  question.  All  the  facta 
and  circumstances  disclosed  in  the  recorded  testimony  justify  and 
compel  belief  that  Thompson's  contest  was  friendly  and  collusive. 

The  evidence  shows  by  a  clear  and  palpable  preponderance,  that 
Miss  Shaut  never  did  at  any  time  establish  and  maintain  her  residence 
in  good  faith  on  the  laud;  and  that  she  never  did  settle  ux)on  and  culti- 
vate said  tract  as  required  by  law :  That  her  infrequent  visits  to  the 
land  were  made  merely  to  keep  up  a  color  of  residence. 

In  the  year  1890  she  bought  from  one  William  Martin  for  $200  the 
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boase  upon  the  land,  which  was  situated  within  ten  rods  of  a  much 
traveled  public  road,  about  two  miles  from  the  town  or  village  of 
Pukwana.  The  contestant  proved  by  four  witnesses,  near  neighbors, 
living  in  sight  of  her  house,  who  passed  the  house  frequently,  some 
twice  a  day  going  to  and  returning  from  Pukwana,  some  twice  and 
some  three  times  a  week,  that  from  September  1890  to  July  1894,  the 
house  was  uninhabited.  That  the  doors  aud  windows  were  closed  with 
shutters  and  a  storm  door.  That  there  were  no  lights  at  night,  nor 
fires  nor  smoke  by  day;  and  no  indications  either  inside  or  outside  of 
the  house,  of  human  habitation.  That  Miss  Shaut  Instead  of  being  res- 
ident, a  neighbor  and  an  acquaintance,  was  a  stranger,  whose  person 
was  unknown  even  by  sight  to  those  who  lived  nearest  to  the  house. 

According  to  her  own  testimony :  She  was  an  unmarried  woman  about 
thirty  nine  years  old,  and  by  trade  a  seamstress,  milliner  and  mautua 
maker:  In  the  year  1890  she  spent  eight  days  upon  her  claim :  On  Octo- 
ber 6, 1890  she  procured  leave  of  absence  for  one  year:  It  was  then 
probably  that  she  battened  up  the  doors  and  windows:  In  the  foil  of 
1891  she  was  on  the  place  at  intervals;  '' altogether  probably  between 
two  and  three  weeks'^:  Between  October  17  and  November  22, 1891, 
^'I  sewed  in  town  at  Pukwana  for  different  parties":  From  November 
22, 1891  to  February  1, 1892,  she  was  at  the  Taft  House  in  the  town  of 
Chamberlain  sewing;  during  which  period  she  says:  ^^I  think  I  went 
out  to  Pukwana  on  a  Saturday  train  and  remained  until  Monday  even- 
ing and  returned  to  Chamberlain  to  the  Taft  House;  but  I  did  not  go 
to  the  claim'':  During  the  year  1892,  according  to  a  memorandum  of 
dates  kept  by  her  on  the  door  casing  in  the  house,  she  was  on  her 
claim  at  intervals  about  forty  four  days  in  all:  During  that  year  she 
carried  on  business  as  a  milliner  and  mantua  maker  in  Pukwana; 
worked  late  in  the  evenings;  and  << mostly  nights  and  Sundays  were 
spent  on  the  claim:"  During  the  year  1893  she  spent  on  the  claim 
eighteen  days;  "four  days  in  March,  seven  in  May,  and  as  many  in 
August,  counting  the  time  between  the  dates  that  I  remember:"  She 
spent  the  rest  of  the  year  1893,  in  the  town  of  Aberdeen  about  one 
hundred  and  fifty  miles  away  from  the  land,  with  the  exception  of 
about  ten  days  of  May,  which  she  spent  in  Pukwana,  selling  some  mil- 
linery goods  which  she  brought  from  Aberdeen:  Her  last  visit  to  the 
claim  in  1893  occurred  sometime  between  August  20,  and  August  30; 
on  which  last  day  she  returned  to  Aberdeen  where  she  stayed  until 
February  14, 1894:  on  February  15,  1894,  she  went  to  her  claim,  and 
stayed  all  night;  and  on  the  16th  she  returned  to  Aberdeen:  She  did 
not  again  visit  her  claim  until  after  Stransky  had  on  July  13, 1894,  filed 
his  serious  affidavit  of  contest  now  under  consideration. 

After  the  testimony  touching  the  merits  of  the  case  had  been  taken. 
Miss  Shaut  was  recalled  as  a  witness  by  her  attorney  for  the  purpose 
of  testifying: 

(1).  That  on  August  8, 1894,  when  Stransky's  notice  of  hearing  was 
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served  upon  her,  she  was  on  her  claim,  (2)  that  she  had  arrived  there  on 
July  16th;  (twenty-three  days  before  the  service,  but  three  days  after 
the  filing  of  Stransky's  affidavit  of  contest);  and  (3)  that  she  had  no 
knowledge  of  Stransky's  contest  until  August  8, 1894. 

TVhen  asked  on  cross-examination,  ^Mf  when  you  returned  to  the  claim, 
on  the  16th  of  July,  you  knew  that  a  man  by  the  name  of  Thompson 
had  contested  your  claim  f,  she  refused  to  answer  the  question. 

In  view  of  the  facts  palpably  proved  in  this  case  it  is  impossible  to 
believe  that  Miss  Shaut  returned  from  her  business  in  Aberdeen  to  her 
claim  on  July  16, 1894,  in  ignorance  of  the  two  contests  pending  against 
her  entry,  with  intent  in  good  faith  to  abandon  the  manner  of  life  to 
which  she  was  accustomed  and  in  which  she  was  successful^  to  become 
a  farmer,  a  cultivator  of  the  soil,  a  bona  fide  permanent  resident  on  a 
homestead  in  the  country. 

So  also  the  testimony  of  Miss  Shaut  herself  is  sufficient  to  prove  the 
contestant's  second  allegation  to  wit:  that  said  tract  was  not  settled 
upon  and  cultivated  by  her  in  good  faith  as  required  by  law,  during 
four  and  a  half  years. 

On  page 44  of  the  testimony  Miss  Shaut  says: 

In  the  year  1890  there  was  corn,  potatoes  and  millet  pat  in,  bat  nothing  gathered 
on  account  of  drouth.  Daring  the  year  1891  there  was  no  crop.  (She  had  leave  of 
absence).  In  the  year  1892, 1  had  the  land  all  plowed  and  seeded  to  wheat,  but 
raised  nothing  on  account  of  a  partial  drouth.  Id  1892  1  received  in  wheat  a  few 
bushels  more  than  were  planted.  In  the  year  1893  I  had  the  land  also  plowed  and 
some  breaking  done,  and  seeded  to  wheat  ngain.  From  24  acres  of  land  I  received 
two  and  a  fraction  bushels  of  wheat.  I  made  arrangements  in  the  month  of  Febru- 
ary (1894)  to  have  the  land  plowed  in  the  spring,  and  planted  to  corn ;  bat  on  acconut 
of  drouth  or  dry  weather  it  was  not  done. 

Your  office  erred  in  holding  that  Miss  Shaut  by  returning  to  the  land 
on  July  16, 1894,  condoned  or  cured  the  default  which  was  palpably 
proved.  In  the  case  of  Eddy  v.  England  6  L.  D.,  530,  this  Depart- 
ment held  as  follows: 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  local  officers  to  receive  an  affidavit  of  contest  when  another 
contest  is  pending  and  to  hold  it  subject  to  the  disposition  of  the  first  contest.  It 
is  not  within  the  power  of  the  contestant  to  fix  the  date  of  the  hearing,  nor  can  he 
know  when  the  hearing  will  be  had.  All  that  he  is  required  to  allege  is  that  the 
failure  exists  at  the  time  the  affidavit  of  contest  is  made.  This  affidavit  dates  from 
the  time  it  is  received  at  the  local  office.  The  affidavit  of  contest  (in  that  case)  was 
made  September  9;  and  was  duly  presented  to  the  local  office  and  should  have  been 
received,  although  no  further  action  thereon  could  have  been  taken  until  the  prior 
contest  was  disposed  of;  and  it  will  be  held  to  take  effect  from  that  date. 

This  case  is  quoted  and  approved  in  the  cases  of  Farrell  v.  McDonald 
13  L.  D.,  105,  and  Westenhaver  v.  Dodds  13  L.  D.,  196,  and  it  is  the 
settled  law  of  this  Department. 

The  careless  use  of  a  word  which  has  no  technical  meaning  apart 
from  its  general  sense,  probably  led  your  office  into  error.  According 
to  Eules  of  Practice  1, 2  and  3,  a  contestant  initiates  his  contest  against 
an  entry  by  filing  his  corroborated  affidavit  of  contest  containing  apt 
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allegations  and  applying  for  a  hearing.  Eules  4,  5  and  6  prescribe  by 
whom  and  how  hearings  may  be  ordered.  Bales  7  and  8  prescribe  the 
form  of  notice  of  the  hearing  to  be  issued.  These  are  functions  of  the 
public  officers.  Roles  9  to  14  inclusive  regulate  the  mode  of  serving 
the  notice,  and  Rules  15  and  16  prescribe  the  mode  of  "  proof  of  service 
of  notice."  When  the  contestant  shall  have  served  the  notice  prepared 
and  signed  by  the  local  officers,  and  shall  have  furnished  them  with 
the  required  proof  of  such  service;  or,  when  the  contestee,  without 
notice,  voluntarily  appears,  (as  was  the  case  in  Heptner  v.  McCartney 
U  L.  D.,  400),  then  and  not  till  then,  do  the  local  officers  acquire  juris- 
diction of  and  over  both  the  parties  and  the  case.  Then  their  jurisdic- 
tion is  initiated.  iN'ecessarily,  the  beginning  of  the  contest  must  precede 
acquisition  of  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  decide  it.  The  interval  of  time 
is  always  appreciable,  and  is  often  considerable. 

Your  office  decision  is  hereby  reversed.    Stransky's  contest  is  sus- 
tained; and  Miss  Shaut's  homestead  entry  will  be  canceled. 


H0MESTEAI>-ACT  OF  JUNE  16,  1880. 

McBbIDE  V.  BUTLEB  ET  AL. 

A  cash  entry  under  the  act  of  June  15,  1880,  allowed  on  the  affidavit  of  the  entry- 
man's  attorney  in  fact  will  not  be  disturbed,  where,  after  transfer  of  the  land, 
the  entryman  refuses  to  make  the  personal  affidavit  required  by  the  regulations. 

m 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  April 
(J.  I.  H.)  24,  1896.  '  (W.  M.  W.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  W.  W.  Holmes,  transferee,  from 
your  office  decision  of  August  11, 1890,  denying  his  motion  to  remove 
the  suspension  of  the  cash  entry  of  William  J.  Butler  for  the  S.  i  of 
the  NB.  J  and  the  S.  i  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  5  S.,  E.  22  W.,  Colby 
land  district,  Kansas. 

On  February  27, 1879,  William  J.  Butler  made  homestead  entry  of 
the  land  involved,  and  on  June  5, 1884,  he  made  cash  entry  of  it  under 
the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  through  his  attorney  in  fact,  Lester  V.  Davis. 

Butler's  cash  entry  was  suspended  by  your  office  on  April  18, 1885, 
for  the  reason  that  the  required  affidavit  was  made  by  a  person  other 
than  the  entryman,  and  the  local  officers  were  directed  to  allow  the 
party  sixty  days  in  which  to  file  the  required  personal  affidavit. 

On  July  23, 1886,  the  local  officers  rejected  the  application  of  Levi 
L.  McBride  to  contest  Butler's  entry  on  the  charge  of  abandonment,  for 
the  reason  that  after  final  certificate  has  been  issued  a  hearing  can  only 
be  ordered  by  your  office. 

By  letter  of  March  26, 1887,  the  local  officers  reported  to  your  office 
that  the  entryman  had  been  duly  notified  of  the  suspension  of  his  entry 
and  had  taken  no  action  in  the  matter. 

On  April  22, 1887,  your  office,  in  view  of  Butler's  failure  to  comply 
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with  the  requirement  contained  in  your  office  letter  of  April  18, 1SS5, 
held  his  entry  for  cancellation  and  held  McBride's  application  to  await 
the  result  of  said  action. 

On  July  5,  188S,  the  local  officers  transmitted  to  your  office  a  motiou 
by  W.  W.  Holmes  to  remove  the  suspension  of  said  cash  entry,  and 
asking  to  be  heard  in  defense  of  his  interests  as  transferee  of  the  entry* 
man  Butler.  He  supported  his  motion  by  an  affidavit,  in  which  he 
shows  that  he  purchased  the  land  in  question  from  William  E.  Crutcher 
in  good  faith  without  any  knowledge,  directly  or  indirectly,  of  any 
ft'aud  or  defect  in  making  the  cash  entry,  or  that  it  had  "been  suspended ; 
that  he  paid  $625  for  it;  that  Butler  had  left  the  country  and  Holmes 
could  not  ascertain  his  whereabouts.  Whereupon  he  asked  tliat  the 
requirement  of  your  office  letter  of  April  18, 1885,  be  withdrawn.  He 
also  submitted  an  abstract  of  title  to  the  land  in  question,  which  shows 
the  issuance  of  the  final  receipt  on  June  5, 1884,  to  Butler;  a  warranty 
deed  from  Butler  and  wife,  executed  by  their  attorney  in  &et,  Lester 
V.  Davis,  dated  June  6, 1884,  to  William  B,  Crutcher;  a  warranty  deed 
from  said  Crutcher,  single,  to  Frank  L.  Sheldon,  dated  July  7,  1884; 
and  a  warranty  deed  from  said  Sheldon  and  wife  to  W.  W.  Holmes, 
dated  December  14, 1885. 

On  March  21, 1888,  the  local  officers  reported  to  your  office  that  due 
notice  of  your  office  action  of  April  22, 1887,  had  been  given  the  proper 
parties,  and  no  further  action  had  been  taken. 

On  April  11, 1888,  your  office  closed  the  case,  and  canceled  Butler's 
entries. 

Leaving  out  some  intervening  entries  of  the  land  in  question  which 
were  all  canceled  prior  to  July  16, 1892*,  on  that  date  one  George  F. 
Breon  made  homestead  entry  of  the  tract  involved,  which  entry  remains 
intact  upon  the  records  of  your  office. 

On  September  1, 1894,  the  local  officers  forwarded  a  motion  for  review 
of  your  office  decisions  of  April  22,  1887,  and  August  11, 1890,  on  the 
grounds  that  neither  Holmes  nor  his  attorneys  had  been  notified  of 
said  decisions,  or  had  an  opportunity  to  appeal  therefroiou 

On  November  24, 1894,  your  office  found:  '^That  the  notice  of  office 
decision  of  August  11, 1890,  was  not  served  upon  Holmes^  attorneys 
as  it  should  have  been,  and  was  never  received  by  him,''  and  allowed 
Holmes  to  appeal  from  said  decision  of  August  11, 1890,  within  sixty 
days,  upon  serving  notice  upon  George  P.  Breon,  the  present  entryman. 

Holmes  appeals. 

In  view  of  the  conclusion  I  reach,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  and 
discuss  all  of  the  errors  assigned  by  the  appellant,  as  such  a  course 
would  prolong  this  opinion  to  an  unusual  length. 

One  error  specified  is  as  follows : 

Said  ruling  is  contrary  to  subseqaent  rulings  of  the  Department,  and  tiie  said  eaah 
proof  60  made  in  the  name  of  said  William  J.  Butler  vras  improperly  canceled. 
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In  the  case  of  George  T.  Jones,  9  L.  D.,  97,  it  was  held  that  a  cash- 
entry  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880;  allowed  on  the  affidavit  of  the 
entryman's  attorney,  will  not  be  disturbed,  when,  after  transfer  of  the 
land  the  entryman  refuses  to  make  the  personal  affidavit  required  by 
the  regulations.  This  case  was  cited  and  followed  by  the  Department' 
in  3IcFarland  v.  Elliott,  11  L.  D.,  587. 

The  lequired  affidavit  iu  this  case  was  made  by  Butler's  attorney  in 
fact  and  his  cash  entry  allowed  thereon.  One  of  Holmes's  attorueys- 
filed  an  affidavit  in  support  of  Holmes's  application  in  which  he  states, 
inter  alia^  that  after  long  and  diligent  search  he  ascertained  that  But- 
ler resided  in  Washington  TerritiX'y;  that  Butler  refused  to  make  the 
personal  affidavit  required,  unless  Holmes  would  pay  him  an  additional 
amount  of  money  for  tlie  land  involved. 

From  an  examination  of  the  whole  record  in  the  case,  I  am  of  opin- 
ion that  it  clearly  comes  within  the  rale  announced  in  the  Jones, 
McFarland  v.  Elliott  cases,  supra, 

McBride's  application  to  ooatest  Butler's  entry  was  properly  rejected' 
by  the  local  officers. 

Your  office  decision  apx>ealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed.  Breonr 
will  be  notified  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled/ 
and  upon  his  failure  to  show  proper  cause,  his  entry  will  be  canceled 
and  Butler's  entry  r^nstated  and  jiassed  to  patent.  ' 


ACCOUOTS— DEPUTY  SUKVJfiYOB^S  CONTRACT. 

Oeobge  W.  Pearson. 

A  deputy  siirreyoT's  claim  for  oompensatiou  on  aocoant  of  tho  retraoemeot  of  old' 
liDM  in  order  to  seonre  a  starting  point  for  the  work  in  hand,  cannot  be  reoog-r 
nizedf  where  it  does  not  appear  fVom  the  field  notes  that  such  action  became  neo-^ 
essary  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  the  former  surveys;  nor  can  the  fnilare  o^ 
the  field  notes  to  show  the  necessity  for  such  retracement  be  made  good  by  a 
Bupplemeutal  statement. 

In  the  a^jnstment  of  an  account  under  a  deputy  surveyor's  contract  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office  is  authorized  to  make  a  deduction  of  five  per  cent  from, 
the  agreed  compensation,  if  the  work  is  not  performed  within  the  stipulated 
time,  and  no  extension  of  such  time  is  granted  or  applied  for. 

That  the  expense  of  a  survey  is  payable  from  the  repayment  ftind  provided  for  in  the 
act  of  July  2, 18S4,  does  not  take  the  adjustment  of  the  account  out  of  the  role' 
authorizing  a  deduction  from  the  agreed  compensation  when  the  work  is  not  done 
within  the  stipulated  period. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commiasioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April 

24^  1896.  (W.  M.  B.y 

This  is  an  appeal  by  contracting  deputy  surveyor  George  W.  Pear- 
son, irom  your  office  decision  of  September  7, 1894,  and  also  from  that  of 
December  22, 1894,  reaffirming  your  said  former  office  decision,  wherein 
was  disallowed  certain  charges  or  items  contained  in  said  deputy's 
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account  for  the  retracemeut  of  certain  specified  lines  ran  and  estab- 
lished in  previons  snrveys,  which  retracements  appellant  alleges  were 
authorized  by  contract  No.  90,  dat'Cd  Jane  2, 1892,  and  special  instruc- 
tions thereunder,  relative  to  surveys  to  be  executed  in  T.  14  N.,  Bgs. 
9  and  10  E.,  California;  exception  is  also  taken  to  the  deduction  of  five 
per  cent,  from  the  amount  charged  by  the  deputy  for  the  surveys 
accepted  and  approved  by  your  said  office,  for  the  reason  that  the 
same  were  not  completed  within  the  time  stipulated  in  the  contract. 
.  Appellant  files  assignments  of  error,  which  being  substantially  stated 
are:  (1)  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the  retracements  of  lines  for 
which  payment  was  disallowed,  was  not  necessary  to  find  the  starting 
point  from  which  to  run  certain  lines  necessary  to  the  completion  of 
the  surveys  designated  in  the  contract;  (2)  that  it  was  error  to  bold 
that  the  deputy  was  not  fully  authorized  to  retrace  or  resurvey  all  such 
lines  of  approved  official  surveys,  '^in  such  cases  as  he  (the  deputy) 
shall  find  to  be  necessary  to  the  proper  comx>letion  of  the  new  survey, 
proper,";  and  (3)  that  there  is  no  law  or  authority  for  deducting  five 
per  cent.,  from  the  amount  properly  chargeable  by  the  deputy,  open 
the  ground  that  the  survey  was  not  completed  within  the  time  stipu- 
lated in  the  contract. 

In  answer  to  said  allegations  of  error,  it  may  be  observed  that  while 
deputy  Pearson  was  authorized  in  a  general  way  to  determine  whetlier 
the  retracenient  of  certain  lines  run  in  the  former  or  original  survey 
became  necessary  in  order  to  find  or  discover  the  locus  of  the  starting 
point  from  which  to  run  the  lines  that  were  considered  essential  to 
the  completion  of  the  survey  under  contract  N'o.  90,  still  the  authority 
of  said  deputy  to  make  such  retracements  or  surveys  was  specially 
defined,  and  limited  or  restricted,  by  special  instructions,  which  were; 
under  existing  law,  as  much  a  part  of  the  contract  under  which  the 
deputy  executed  the  work  therein  designated  as  if  they  had  been 
therein  embodied,  and  the  dispensableness  or  indispensableness  of 
making  such  retracements  depended  entirely  upon  contingencies  or 
conditions  which  could  only  become  discernible  or  determinable  by 
examination  in  the  field  as  described  in  and  regulated  by  said  special 
instructions,  and  expressed  in  the  following  words,  to- wit: 

You  will  make  only  such  retracemento  and  resurreys  of  former  approved  official 
lines  as  may  be  found  by  you  to  be  absolutely  essential  to  the  proper  completion  of 
the  new  surveys  to  be  made  by  you  as  authorized,  for  which  work  you  will  be 
allowed  the  maximum  rates  per  mile,  viz:  $15  for  townsliip  and  range  lines,  and  $12 
for  section  lines;  the  same  rates  to  be  allowed  for  all  retracements  orresurveys  found 
by  you,  as  before  said,  to  be  absolutely  essential  to  the  correct  completion  of  the 
new  work,  all  payable  from  the  special  ftind  named  in  the  contract. 

The  lines,  if  any,  which  may  be  found  necessary  to  be  rerun  or  retraced  in  order 
tore-establish  your  beginning  or  closing  points  must  be  specifically  described'in  the 
field  notes  of  the  new  surveys,  and  the  necessity  therefor  clearly  set  forth ;  as  also 
the  fact  that  no  evidence  of  such  former  approved  surveys  were  found,  and  that  the 
line  or  lines  of  alleged  original  official  surveys  as  shown  by  the  field  notes  and 
diagrams  furnished  you  by  this  office,  are  either  fictitious  or  have  been  obliterated; 
also  that  a  faithful  search  has  been  made  therefor. 
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Great  care  must  be  exercised  in  order  to  prevent,  if  possible,  needless  retrace - 
ments  or  reann-eys,  hence  the  requirements  providin*;  for  detniled  statements  of 
the  necessity  and  search  for  lines  in  question ;  all  of  which  information  roust  be 
embodied  in  the  field  notes  of  the  snrveys,  provided  for  in  your  contract. 

Thos  it  appears  that  the  authority  or  discretion  conferred  upon  the 
deputy  in  the  first  paragraph  of  said  instructions  is  qualified,  explained 
and  reatricted  by  the  words  of  the  second.  These  instructions  should 
be  considered  as  a  whole  and  when  so  considered  are  readily  under- 
stood, and  any  experienced  dei»uty  surveyor  would  find  no  trouble  in 
comprehending  and  carrying  them  out  according  to  their  true  intent. 

To 

make  only  such  retracements  and  resurveys  of  former  approved  official  lines  as  may 
be  found  by  you  (the  deputy)  to  be  absolutely  essential  to  the  proper  completion  of 
the  new  surveys, 

as  set  forth  in  the  first  paragraph,  clearly  meant  that  only  such  retrace- 
ments were  to  be  made  to  find  the  required  corners  in  the  former  or 
original  surveys,  for  starting  points,  the  locus  of  which  could  be  ascer- 
tained or  discovered  by  no  other  method  than  that  of  retracement  or 
resurvey  of  the  lines  in  the  old  survey. 

The  instructions,  in  cases  where  the  true  situs  of  the  old  corners  could 
not  be  ascertained  and  determined  by  the  regulation  markings  at  the 
proper  point,  contemplated  the  finding  of  the  locos  thereof  by  the  bear- 
iug  trees  or  other  objects  with  the  aid  of  the  official  field  notes  of  the 
original  survey,  and  the  diagram  of  the  old  survey  showing  a  protrac- 
tion of  the  lines  thereof  to  aid  in  the  new  survey  which  had  been  fur- 
nished the  deputy  for  his  guidance  in  the  field. 

It  now  becomes  a  matter  of  the  first  importance  to  determine  whether 
the  requirements  of  these  instructions  were  observed,  and  the  valuable 
information  furnished  by  the  official  field  notes  and  diagram  of  the 
former  surveys  was  made  available,  by  the  deputy  in  the  execution  of 
his  work,  wherever  possible  and  practicable  to  the  end  of  preventing 
^'needless  retracements.'^ 

For  that  purpose  reference  must  necessarily  be  had  to  the  field  notes 
of  the  new  survey.  Turning  to  page  3  thereof  (Survey  in  T,  14  N.,  R, 
10  E.),  it  is  found,  for  example,  that  the  deputy  in  order  to  run  that 
portion  of  the  line  between  sections  19  and  30  indicated  by  a  red  line 
on  diagram,  marked  Exhibit  "A"  (hereto  attached),  went  to  the  corner 
of  sections  29,  30,  31  and  32  and  ran  thence,  north,  between  sections 
29  aud  30  to  find  the  comer  of  sections  19,  20,  29  and  30  as  a  point  of 
beginning.  The  deputy  found  the  corner  to  sections  19,  20,  29  and  30, 
and  made  the  following  entry  with  reference  thereto  in  the  book  of 
field  notes: 

At  this  point  (corner  of  sections  19,  20,  29  and  30)  I  find  a  partly  decayed  post, 
mark  nearly  obliterated.    I  reestablish  it. 

The  deputy  fails  to  make  any  reference  in  his  field  notes  to  the  exist- 
ence of  any  witness  trees  or  other  bearing  objects  at  this  point,  as  he 
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should  have  done.  Nor  does  the  evidence  famished  by  the  field  notes 
show  that  a  ^'  faithful  search  "  was  made  to  find  said  corner  of  sections 
19,  20,  29  and  30  before  making  the  above  described  retracement.  If 
such  examination  had  been  made  upon  the  ground  in  the  locality  of  the 
corner  the  true  locus  of  the  old  corner  might  have  been  ascertained  by 
the  "partly  decayed  post,  marks  nearly  obliterated"  and  the  witness 
trees  or  other  bearing  objects,  and  the  corner  post  sufficiently  identi- 
fied to  have  obviated  the  supposed  necessity — and  saved  the  expense — 
of  retracing  the  old  established  line  between  sections  29  and  30.  The 
other  retracements  charged  for,  and  disallowed,  in  T.  14  N.,  R.  10  E., 
as  appears  from  the  deputy's  own  6eld  notes  seem  to  have  been  as 
unnecessary  for  the  proi)er  completion  of  the  new  survey  as  the  one 
above  described. 

One  other  illustration  will  be  given  of  the  unnecessary  retracement, 
charged  for  by  the  deputy,  in  the  same  township,  but  in  range  9.  In 
the  field  notes  the  following  entry  is  made,  to-wit : 

It  is  imposflible  to  chain  any  part  of  the  Une  from  the  i  boo.  cor.  bet.  sees.  12  and 

13  and  the  cor.  to  sees.  12  and  13  on  the  east  boandary  of  the  township.  I  there rure 
go  to  the  cor.  of  aecs.  1,  2,  11  and  12,  and  run  8.  li^  W.  on  a  line  bet.  tecs.  11  and  12. 
And  at  40  ohs.  I  find  the  i  sec.  cor.,  which  is  a  post  3  ins.  square,  1  ft.  above  ^onnd 
marked  i  8.  on  W.  face  from  which  a  white  oak  16  ins.  diam.  bean  N.  65^  £.,  39  Iks. 

dist.  marked  i  8.  B.  T and  at  80  chs.  the  cor.  to  sees.  11,  12, 13  and  14  which 

is  a  post  3i  ins.  square  1  ft,  above  ground  marked  T.  14  N.,  S.  12  on  N.  £ :  R.  9  £., 
8.  13  on  S£:  8. 14  on  8.W.,  and  8.  11  on  K.W.  faces,  ttom  which 

A  black  oak  14  ins.  diam.  bears  K.  7^  £.  80  Iks.  dist.  marked  T.  14  N.,  R.  9  £.,  8. 
12  B.  T. 
A  pine  20  ins.  diam.  bears  8.  SSi^  SO  Ika.  dist.  marked  T.  14  N.,  R.  9  £.,  8. 13  B.  T. 
A  pine  30  ins.  diam.  bears  8.  83^  W.  133  Iks.  dist.  marked  T.  14  N.,  R.  9  E.,  8. 

14  B.  T. 

A  black  oak  12  ins.  diam.  bears  N.  Bl^  W.  88  Iks.  dist.  marked  T.  14  N.,  R.  9  £., 
8.  11  B.  T. 

From  this  cor.  I  run 
£ast  on  a  blank  line 

Va.  16io  E. 
And  at  40.15  chs.  to  the  ^  sec.  cor.  point. 

Finding  the  cor.  obliterated  I  established  the  locus  thereof  from  bearing  trees  stand- 
ing according  to  the  ofiScial  field  notes. 

Thus  it  appears  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  the  resarvey  or 
retracement  of  the  line  established  in  the  former  survey— one  mile  in 
length — between  the  corner  of  sections  1,  2, 11  and  12,  and  the  corner 
of  sections  11, 12, 13  and  14,  with  a  view  of  finding  the  locns  of  tlie  \ 
section  corner  on  the  line  between  said  sections  12  and  13,  since  the 
old  established  corner  of  sections  11, 12, 13  and  14  was  not  obliterated — 
a  properly  marked  section  corner  post  being  found  thereat  in  good  con- 
dition— with  regiird  to  the  correct  locus  of  which  there  could  he  no 
possible  doubt  or  uncertainty,  since  the  said  true  locus  thereof  could 
have  been  verified  by  and  ascertained  from  the  four  bearing  trees  in 
close  proximity  thereto,  which  were  found  standing  in  relative  position, 
properly  marked,  according  to  description  thereof  as  shown  and  noted 
in  the  transcript  of  the  official  field  notes  of  the  former  survey. 
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This  said  oorDer — the  locos  whereof  could  have  been  foaud  by  diligent 
searchy^ithout  the  retracement  above  described — the  deputy  could  Lave 
made  available  as  a  starting  point  from  which  to  run  the  east  half  por- 
tion of  the  line  between  sections  12  and  13,  and  saved  the  trouble  and 
uimecessary  expense  of  resurveying  the  line  between  sections  11  and  13. 
It  may  be  here  observed  that  the  deputy,  in  his  field  notes,  did  not  show 
or  even  state  the  necessity  for  retracing  the  W.  ^  mile  of  the  old  line 
between  sections  12  and  13,  as  required  by  instructions,  only  noting  in 
bis  book  of  field  work,  as  shown  above,  that  he  found  the  locus  of  the 
i  section  corner  on  tbe  south  boundary  line  of  section  12 — to  be  used 
as  a  starting  point  from  which  to  run  the  E.  ^  of  said  boundary  line — 
^'frorn  bearing  trees  standing  according  to  the  official  field  notes/'  JSo 
Dotation  was  made  in  the  field  notes  of  any  search  whatever  lor  said  { 
8^.  cor.  previous  to  retracement  of  that  portion  of  the  line  between 
cor.  of  sees.  11, 12, 13  and  14  and  the  said  J  sec.  cor.  on  line  directly  east 
thereof  (Vide  diagram  marked  Exhibit  A).  Had  there  been  a  ^<  faith- 
fdl  search  "  therefor  in  the  first  instance  the  locus  of  said  comer  could, 
in  all  probability,  have  been  found  and  used  as  a  starting  point,  thus 
rendering  needless  the  stated  retracement  of  one  and  one-half  miles  of 
hues  already  mentioned.  Conceding  for  argument  sake  that  the  said 
i  sec.  oor.  could  not  have  been  located  without  retracing  the  west  half 
of  said  line  between  Sees.  12  and  13,  still  there  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that  the  well  marked  cor.  of  Sees.  11, 12, 13  and  14  (only  a  half  mile 
distant  from  said  ^  Sec.  cor.)  could  have  been  easily  located  by  a  search 
therefor  and  used  as  a  starting  point  from  which  to  retrace  that  portion 
of  the  established  line  between  Sees.  12  and  13,  in  order  to  find  the  i 
Sec.  cor.  and  extend  said  line  from  said  point  as  provided  in  deputy's 
contract,  to  the  east  boundary  line  of  T.  14  N.,  B.  9  E.  To  complete 
the  hne  between  the  last  above  named  sections  in  such  manner,  would, 
as  stated,  involve  the  retracement  of  a  half  mile  of  old  line  to  secure  a 
starting  point,  which,  in  the  completion  of  fragmentary  surveys,  such 
as  are  provided  for  in  conti^act  No.  90,  is  clearly  a  eontingency  of  the 
contract,  for  which  work  it  was  not  contemplated  that  the  deputy 
should  receive  compensation,  unless  under  the  exceptional  or  specific 
conditions  so  minutely  set  forth  in  special  instructions.  A  diagiam, 
same  as  that  hereto  attached,  whereon  a  delineation  of  the  old  and  new 
surveys  is  indicated  respectively  by  black  and  red  lines,  together  with 
field  notes  of  former  surveys,  were  famished  the  deputy  to  enable 
him  to  find  the  locus  of  old  corners  by  search  therefor  before  making 
retracements  of  old  lines  for  such  purpose. 

A  full  and  careful  examination  has  been  made  of  the  field  notes 
returned  by  the  deputy  for  the  surveys  executed  by  him,  and  it  appears 
therefrom  that  in  most  instances  there  was  about  as  little  necessity  for 
rerunning,  and  justice  in  charging  for  such  retracement  of  the  old 
lines  disallowed  by  your  office  and  not  herein  described,  as  there  was 
for  retracing  and  charging  for  such  work  thereon  of  the  lines  herein- 
before specifically  described. 
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The  right  to  make  retrneemeiit  of  old  lines  for  the  purpose  of  locat- 
ing established  corners  for  starting  points,  where  such  work  became 
unavoidable  and  absolutely  necesaaryj  was  provided  for  in  the  contract, 
but  it  was  never  intended  to  confer  upon  the  deputy  the  privilege  of 
expanding  such  right  into  a  license  to  make  as  many  retracements  as 
he  might  think  proper;  but  on  the  other  hand  he  was  cautioned  to 
exercise  "great  care"  to  prevent  "needless  retracements  or  resur- 
veys",  and  to  make  such  "faithful  search"  for  old  corners  as  might 
obviate  the  necessity  of  rerunniug  any  lines  of  the  old  survey  whicli 
might  not  be  necessary  for  the  completion  of  the  new  survey. 

When,  however,  it  did  become  necessary  to  make  retracement  of 
established  lines  in  order  to  find  starting  points  in  the  new  surveys  it 
was  required  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  embodied  in  the  special 
instructions  thereunder,  as  already  stated,  that  such  lines  should  "be 
specifically  described  in  the  field  notes  of  the  new  survey",  and  the 
necessity  for  retracing  the  same  "clearly  set  forth  in  said  field  notes, 
as  also  the  fact  that  no  evidence  of  such  former  approved  surveys  were 
found."  It  was  also  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  required  that  "faith- 
ful search  "  should  be  made  for  the  old  corner  or  corners  prior  to  mak- 
ing retracements  of  said  lines  of  the  former  survey  to  find  the  same, 
and  that  when  the  rerunning  of  a  line  or  lines  became  necessary  for 
such  purpose  that  the  field  notes  should  show  that  such  corner  or  cor- 
ners of  the  alleged  original  official  surveys,  as  shown  by  the  field  notes 
and  diagrams  furnished  the  contracting  deputy,  were  either  fictitious, 
or  had  been  obliterated,  and  if  obliterated  that  they  could  not  be 
located  from  the  bearing  trees. 

It  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  disallowed  retracements  were  particu- 
larly described  and  the  necessity  therefor  set  forth  ftilly  and  specific- 
ally as  was  required  by  instructions. 

Germain  to  this  particular  branch  of  the  case  appellant's  attorney 
alleges  that: 

The  deputy  in  addition  to  his  field  notes,  submitted  under  date  of  January  20. 
1894,  tlirongh  the  surveyor  general  a  fall  and  complete  statement  showing  the  neces- 
sity for  the  retracement  and  resurvey  of  each  of  these  lines.  To  this  report  we 
invite  attention,  as  it  bears  upon  its  face  the  stamp  of  fairness.  Vide  instrument 
hereto  attached,  marked  Exhibit  "  B", 

Commenting  upon  and  in  explanation  of  said  statement  the  attorney 
says: 

Those  explanations  show  a  full  compliance  with  the  special  instructions.  For 
these  retracements  and  resurvey s,  he  was  to  be  allowed  by  the  terms  of  his  contract, 
tho  same  as  for  other  similar  lines.  He  was  required  to  specifically  describe  tliem 
and  the  necessity  therefor,  in  his  tield  notes.  This  he  has  done  fully,  at  amended  by 
hU  report  referred  to. 

There  is  an  admission  in  such  contention  and  statement  of  the  attor- 
ney  that  the  field  notes  did  not  come  up  to  the  requirements  of  the 
instructions  under  which  the  deputy  executed  the  work  designated  in 
the  contract. 
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Yonr  office  bad  a  right  to  name  the  conditions  under  which  retrace- 
lueut  of  old  lines  would  be  recognized  and  approved,  and  the  coutract- 
iug  deputy  having  undertaken  to  perform  such  work  under  the  terms 
and  conditions  stipulated  in  special  Instructions,  a  failure  on  his  part 
to  note  in  the  transcript  of  field  notes  every  material  fact  which  would 
furnish  full  and  complete  information  with  respect  to  the  necensity  of 
running  any  old  line  charged  for  was  clearly  a  breach  of  his  contract  in 
that  particular. 

To  furnish  such  information  in  a  statement  made  many  months  sub- 
sequent to  these  retracements,  though  fully  and  satisfactorily  explain- 
ing certain  essentials  which  were  omitted  in  the  field  notes,  which  is 
not  admitted,  will  not  be  considered  a  compliance  with  instructions  and 
as  curing  the  particular  defects  in  the  manuscript  of  field  notes  returned 
by  the  deputy.  The  Manual  of  Surveying  Instructions,  as  well  as  the 
expressed  and  specific  terms  of  the  special  instructions,  as  already 
stated,  required  that  all  such  information  should  be  fully  and  accurately 
set  out  in  the  transcript  of  field  notes,  and  not,  by  implication,  else- 
where, during  the  progress  and  execution  of  the  work  in  the  field.  It 
is  not  claimed  that  the  deputy  was  unable,  from  any  cause,  to  make  a 
record  in  such  manner  of  every  fact  appertaining  to  a  proper  execution 
of  the  field  work  and  a  full  description  thereof.  He  does  not  even 
make  an  efibrt  to  show  why  the  field  notes  returned  by  him  are  so 
materially  defective,  and  he  should  be  the  last  one  to  complain  of  any 
seeming  hardship  or  loss  for  failing  to  comply  with  instructions,  with 
respect  to  the  plain  meaning  of  which  there  could  be  no  reasonable 
doubt  or  mistake. 

With  regard  to  the  deduction  of  five  per  cent,  from  the  amount  prop- 
erly coming  to  the  deputy  under  his  contract,  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
the  surveys  thereunder  were  not  completed  within  the  time  stipulated 
in  said  contract,  and  that  no  extension  of  time  was  asked  in  which  to 
complete  the  surveys. 

Where  such  state  of  facts  are  shown  to  exist,  your  office  is  fully  and 
lawfully  authorized  and  warranted  in  making  settlement  of  all  accounts 
for  surveys  completed  under  such  circumstances,  as  is  provided  in  par- 
agraph 6  page  223  Manual  of  Surveying  Instructions,  1894,  to  be  found 
in  words  following,  to- wit: 

When  sarveya  are  continued  and  ezecnted  beyond  the  time  limited  in  the  contract 
and  the  contract  has  expired,  and  there  has  been  no  properly  granted  extension  of 
time  thereto,  the  compensation  of  the  deputy  surveyor  for  the  lines  of  survey  exe- 
cuted after  the  expiration  of  the  contract  will  be  reduced,  and  said  lines  completed 
at  Bach  rates  as  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  may  in  his  judgment 
determine  to  be  proper,  taking  into  consideration  the  value  of  the  work. 

By  an  examination  of  the  records  of  your  office  it  is  ascertained  that 
the  rule  laid  down  in  the  above  excerpt  from  the  Surveying  Manual, 
which  under  existing  law  forms  a  part  of  every  surveying  contract,  was 
adopted  and  put  in  force  generally  by  your  office  on  May  23,  1893. 
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Shortly  afterwards,  to- wit,  on  Jane  17, 1803,  npon  adjustment  of  a  sur- 
veyiug  acooant  of  deputy  Isaac  M.  Oalbraith,  by  deduction  of  five  per 
cent,  therefrom,  for  surveys  executed  by  him  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  stipulated  in  his  contract  for  the  completion  of  the  same,  your 
office  by  letter,  of  said  date,  to  the  Surveyor-General  of  WashingtoD, 
among  other  things,  stated : 

In  the  future  a  redaction  at  this  (5  per  centum)  or  a  higher  rate  wiU  be  made  in 
surveying  contracts  where  the  deputy  fails  to  complete  a  survey  within  the  expira- 
tion of  the  contract  or  the  extension  of  time  granted  therewith'. 

It  may  be  observed  in  this  connection  that  although  the  referred  to 
regulation  was  not  embodied  in  the  Surveying  Manual  until  1894 — sab- 
sequent  to  date  of  approval  of  Pearson's  contract, — still  the  rule  therein 
enunciated,  which  was  put  in  force  and  made  applicable  to  all  account:; 
adjusted  after  May  23,  1893, — prior  to  the  acceptance  of  the  survey 
executed  by  Pearson,  and  the  adjustment  of  the  accounts  therefor,— 
was  based  upon  a  ruling — as  far  back  as  March  22, 1886 — ^in  the  case  of 
ex  parte  Geo.  W.  Baker  et  al.  (4  L.  D.,  451)  wherein  it  was  held  that: 

The  rate  of  payment  stipulated  in  the  contract  cannot  apply  to  work  completed 

after  the  expiration  of  the  time  agreed  upon where  a  contract  stipnlates 

that  the  work  shall  be  performed  within  a  given  period,  the  rate  agreed  upon  can 
only  apply  to  work  performed  within  that  period ;  and  for  work  done  under  such 
contract  after  the  expiration  of  that  period  of  time,  the  rate  of  payment  must  be 
governed  by  the  value  of  the  work,  but  in  no  case  to  exceed  ....  the  rate  fixed 
in  the  contract. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  all  legitimate  cost  and  exi>ense  inci- 
dent to  these  surveys  are,  by  i)rovision  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13 
Stat.,  p.  365,  sec.  21)  made  payable  from  the  repayment  fund  deposited 
by  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  still  in  adjusting  accounts  in 
connection  therewith  the  same  rule,  above  enunciated,  applies  equally 
thereto  as  in  cases  where  such  cost  and  expenses  are  borne  solely  by 
the  government  and  paid  out  of  the  regular  annual  appropriations 
made  for  the  survey  of  the  public  lands,  without  reimbursement. 

Thus  it  appears  that  your  office  had  both  authority  and  the  warrant 
of  precedent  for  deducting  five  per  cent,  from  the  mileage  rate  named 
in  deputy  Pearson's  contract,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  to  deduct  a 
like  per  cent,  ftom  the  total  amount  properly  coming  to  the  said  depaty, 
upon  the  ground  stated;  and  it  was  left  discretionary  with  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  when  surveys  were  completed 
subsequent  to  the  time  specified  as  a  limit  for  their  execution,  or  the 
limit  of  an  extension  of  time,  to  value  the  work  and  pay  such  rate  as 
might  seem  just  and  reasonable,  provided  such  rate  did  not  exceed 
that  stipulated  in  the  contract.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  mileage  rate 
was  reduced  to  ninety-five  cents  on  the  dollar,  which  a4justment  your 
office  was  authorized  to  make. 

Instead  of  the  action  of  your  office  being  unauthorized,  as  alleged  by 
appellant,  in  makiug  the  stated  reduction  of  the  amount  of  his  account, 
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Buch  action  appears  to  be  sanctioned  by  the  uniform  practice  of  your 
office  since  May  23, 1893^  in  the  aujustmeut  of  accounts  for  surveys 
completed  in  the  manner  stated,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  especially  in 
the  absence  of  a  satisfactory  showing  to  the  effect  that  the  completion 
of  the  work  was  not  delayed  throup:h  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
tracting deputy,  but  by  unavoidable  and  unforeseen  causes.  Deputy 
Pearson,  as  appears  from  the  record,  did  not  apply  for  an  extension  of 
time  in  which  to  complete  the  surveys  under  his  contract^  nor  does  he 
make  a  satisfactory  showing  why  the  same  were  not  completed  within 
the  period  therein  named. 

Ui>on  this  special  branch  of  the  subject  appellant's  attorney  alleges 
and  contends  that: 

Even  if  it  could  be  held  that  the  Commissioner  had  the  right  in  any  case  to  deduct 
five  per  cent.,  or  any  other  amount  from  the  sum  found  due  the  deputy  under  his 
contract;  we  submit  that  this  is  a  case  in  which  no  deduction  should  be  made. 

The  records  show  that  it  took  the  Land  Department  from  June  2nd  to  October  1st 
to  approve  the  contract  and  bond,  and  issue  instructions  to  the  deputy.  This  left 
him  just  three  months,  two  of  them  in  midwinter,  to  complete  his  work,  which  was 
located  in  the  snow  belt  of  the  Sierra  Nevada  mountains,  where  it  was  impossible 
to  work  during  that  season. 

The  attorney  concludes  with  the  query: 

Then  why  should  the  deputy  be  punished  by  the  delay  in  the  Land  Department? 

Admitting,  as  alleged,  that  the  said  instructions  and  authority  to 
begin  work  upon  the  survey  did  not  reach  deputy  Pearson  until  Octo- 
ber 1, 1892,  still  there  remained  three  mouths,  as  stated,  before  the 
expiration  of  time  named — December  31, 189J — in  his  contract  for  the 
completion  of  the  work.  Why  the  deputy  should  claim  that  more  time 
was  re(^nired  in  which  to  finish  this  work  does  not  appear,  when  as  a 
matter  of  fact  his  own  field  notes  show  that  the  entire  field  work  under 
his  contract  was  executed  within  a  period  of  thirty-one  days,  extending 
from  January  21  to  February  20, 1803  (inclusive  of  both  dates),  save 
about  one  day's  field  work  to  which  reference  will  hereafter  be  made. 

Leaving  out  of  consideration  the  month  of  October,  1802,  during 
which  period  these  surveys  might  have  been  completed,  there  would 
naturally  arise  the  inquiry  why  were  not  the  same  executed  during  the 
months  of  November  and  December  foUowiDgt  "So  showing  is  made 
that  the  snow  and  weather  conditions  during  those  months  were  more 
unfavorable  to  field  work  than  during  the  months  of  January  and  Feb- 
ruary, in  which  the  work  was  commenced  and  completed,  nor  is  it 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  sach  was  the  case. 

The  last  entry  made  in  field  notes  of  work  done  under  contract  ^o. 
90,  was  on  February  20, 1893,  save  an  entry  made  therein  about  seven 
mouths  thereafter,  to- wit,  on  September  25,  showing  that  the  missing  ^ 
section  comers  between  sections  19  and  20,  and  between  sections  5  and 
6  had  been  reset.  The  field  notes  fail  to  show  when  the  deputy  went 
into  the  field  and  began  to  establish  said  corners,  but  it  is  sufficient  for 
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the  purposes  of  this  case  to  say  that  the  ranuiug  of  the  lines  necessary 
to  the  resetting  of  those  corners  could  easily  have  been  done  in  the 
course  of  a  day,  or  less  time  perhaps,  after  the  arrival  of  the  deputy 
upon  the  field. 

This  disposes  of  the  various  questions  presented  by  the  appeal  for 
consideration  and  determination.  The  deputy  has,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
already  received  an  amount  of  compensation  in  excess  of  the  total  esti- 
mate which  was  made  of  the  probable  cost  of  the  surveys  at  the  time 
the  contract  providing  therefor  was  awarded,  and  further  payment 
thereon  is  not  denied  for  such  reason,  but  upon  the  grounds  herein- 
before given,  which  are  considered  good  and  sufficient,  and  your  office 
decision  refusing  additional  payment  is  therefore  hereby  affirmed. 


UMBER-CtTLTUBIB  CONTEST— CONTESTANT. 

Dillon  v.  Bebges. 

The  right  to  conteBt  a  timber-culture  entry,  on  the  groand  of  non-complianoe  with 
law,  ie  not  defeated  by  a  showing  that  the  conteetant  was  employed  to  do  the 
necessary  work,  and  hence  is  not  in  a  position  to  allege  the  default  of  the  entrr- 
mau,  if  it  appears  by  the  terms  of  such  employment  a  special  contract  was  made, 
providing  that  said  work  was  to  be  paid  fov  in  advance,  and  was  not  performed 
for  the  reason  that  the  payment  was  not  made  as  stipulated. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offline,  April 
(J.  L  H.)  24j  1896.  (W.  M.  W.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Patrick  H.  Dillon  t?.  Louie  Berger,  on 
the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  January  8, 1895, 
dismissing  his  contest  against  the  timber-culture  entry  of  the  latter  for 
the  SW.  1  of  Sec.  15,  T.  26  N.,  B.  48  W.,  Chadron,  Nebraska,  land 
district. 

On  November  2, 1887,  Louie  Berger  made  timber-culture  entry  for 
the  above  named  tract  of  land. 

On  February  12, 1894,  Patrick  H.  Dillon  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry  alleging  failure  to  cultivate  or  plant  to  trees,  tree 
seeds  or  cuttings  any  part  of  said  land  between  the  second  day  of 
November,  1892,  and  the  second  day  of  November,  1893. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  and  had,  at  which  both  parties  appeared  and 
introduced  their  testimony. 

On  July  12, 1894,  the  local  officers  found  in  favor  of  the  contestant, 
and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  Berger's  entry. 

Berger  appealed. 

On  January  8, 1895,  your  office  dismissed  the  contest,  and  the  con- 
testant brings  the  case  here  on  appeal  from  said  decision. 

The  local  officers  and  your  office,  in  all  material  matters  of  fact 
agree  as  to  what  the  evidence  shows.  Under  the  evidence  introduced 
at  the  trial  there  is  no  room  for  any  difference  of  opinion  as  to  wbat 
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the  facts  are,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  default  charged  in  the  affidavit 
of  coutesit,  for  there  is  no  conflict  on  this  point.    Your  office  found: 

That  the  plaintifTs  allegations  are  ahondautly  Bastained;  in  fact,  there  is  no 
denial  of  them  and  the  defaults  were  not  cured  np  to  the  day  of  the  trial. 

As  matter  of  defense  it  is  set  up  that  the  contestant  was  employed  to  plow  ten 
acres  of  the  land  and  plant  the  same  to  trees,  during  the  year  ending  November  2, 
1893,  and  that  he  failed  to  do  the  work,  but  reported  daring  Jane  and  Angust,  1893, 
that  he  had  compiled  with  the  terms  of  his  contract. 

The  claimant  lived  without  the  state,  and  employed  Mrs.  Mollie  Berger  as  her 
agent  to  attend  to  the  land,  and  in  the  latter  part  of  May  or  first  part  of  June,  1893, 
Mrs.  Berger,  who  lived  in  Cass  Co.,  Neb.,  went  to  the  land  and  employed  the  con* 
testaot  to  do  the  necessary  work  for  that  current  timber  culture  year,  for  the  sum 
of  twenty  doUars. 

Mrs.  Berger  claims  the  money  was  to  be  paid  when  the  work  was  done,  while 
DiUon  claims  that  it  was  to  be  paid  in  advance  as  soon  as  Mrs.  Berger  arrived  home. 
He  is  corroborated  in  this  statement  by  one  witness  who  was  present  when  she  got 
into  her  buggy  to  depart  and  who  heard  her  say  that  she  would  send  the  money  Just 
as  soon  as  she  got  home.  Dillon  received  in  part  payment  some  poles,  valued  at  $4, 
and  the  balance,  $16,  was  mailed  to  him  by  Mrs.  Berger  about  the  early  part  of 
Febraary,  1894,  and  was  returned  with  the  statement  that  the  land  was  contested. 
DUlon  plowed  ten  acres  of  the  land  and  did  nothing  else.  He  waited,  according  to 
his  statement,  for  the  payment  of  the  money. 

It  is  true  that  the  law  has  not  been  complied  with,  but  this  contestant  is  not  in  a 
position  to  take  advantage  of  the  default,  for  his  relations  to  the  defendant  were  of 
a  confidential  character,  and  it  was  his  duty  to  protect,  instead  of  ii^uring  her 
This  office  wiU  not  countenance  such  a  breach  of  good  faith. 

The  contest  is  dismissed,  subject  to  the  right  ot  appeal.    So  advise  the  parties. 

Appellant  assigns  numerous  errors  in  your  office  decision,  inter  aliaj 
error:  ^'In  holding  that  contestant  was  not  in  a  position  to  take  advan- 
tage of  claimant's  failure  to  comply  with  the  timber  culture  law."  <<  In 
holding  that  contestant's  relations  with  claimant  were  of  a  confidential 
nature."  <<In  not  holding  claimant's  entry  for  cancellation,  after  find- 
ing that  she  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  timber  culture  laws."  <<  In 
holding  that  contestant  was  guilty  of  a  breach  of  good  faith  toward 
claimant." 

Under  the  law  and  the  evidence  in  the  c-asc;  Barger's  entry  must  be 
canceled ;  there  is  no  authority  for  allowing  it  to  remain  of  record. 

In  the  light  of  the  testimony  in  the  case,  I  am  unable  to  see  anyjust 
reason  for  dismissing  Dillon's  contest.  The  evidence  utterly  fails  to 
show  any  artifice,  fraud,  or  deception  practiced  by  Dillon  on  the  entry- 
woman,  either  directly  or  through  her  agent,  by  which  she  was  misled 
and  thereby  failed  to  comply  with  the  timber-culture  law.  The  evidence 
simply  shows  that  Dillon  was  hired  by  the  agent  of  the  entry  woman 
under  a  special  contract  to  do  the  breaking,  planting,  etc.  The  con- 
tract was  that  Dillon  was  to  have  his  pay  in  advance  for  such  work. 
He  received  $4.00  of  it  in  trade  and  the  remaining  $16.00  was  to  be 
sent  to  him  right  away  on  the  return  of  the  entry  woman's  agent  to  her 
home,  which  she  failed  to  do.  Dillon  broke  ten  acres  of  the  land,  and 
sowed  six  acres  of  it  to  millet,  but  this  was  not  a  waiver  of  his  right  to 
insist  upon  payment  in  advance  for  the  additional  work,  in  accordance 
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with  his  contract.  The  reason  given  by  the  agent  of  the  entry  woman 
for  not  sending  the  remaining  tlO.OO  to  Dillon  on  her  return  home  was 
that  the  itineracy  of  her  principal,  the  entry  woman,  prevented  her  from 
getting  the  money  to  make  the  payment  with.  If  this  explanation  be 
accepted  as  true  in  every  respect,  it  would  neither  exonerate  the  entry- 
woman  from  the  performance  of  her  contract  with  DiUon,  nor  cast  any 
blame  on  him  for  standing  by  and  insisting  on  the  terms  of  his 
agreement. 

.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  entryman  to  see  to  it  that  the  breaking  and 
planting  were  done  on  the  land  involved  by  l^ovember  2, 18d3f  this  she 
failed  to  do.  Long  after  the  time  had  elapsed  for  her  to  do  these 
things,  Dillon  filed  his  contest  affidavit.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  any- 
thing in  Dillon's  conduct  that  would  or  should  deprive  him  of  a  plain 
right  accorded  him  by  law. 

'  The  order  of  your  office  dismissing  Dillon's  contest  is  reversed  and 
fhe  contest  sustained,  and  Berger's  entry  will  be  canceled. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— INDEMNrrr  SELECTION-STATE  SELECTION. 

Statb  of  Washington  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go. 

The  Aiilure  of  a  railroad  company  to  revise  a  liat  of  indemnity  selections  In  aecoid- 
*   anoe  with  the  order  in  the  La  Bar  ease  relieves  the  lands  embraced  therein  from 
the  effect  of  prior  selection. 

Becretary  Smith  to  the  Oommiswmer  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  April 
(J.  I.  H.)  24y  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  State  of  Washington,  from  yonr 
office  decision  of  October  6, 1894,  holding  for  cancellation  its  selection 
jUst  !N^o.  2,  being  selections  made  for  the  use  and  support  of  agricnl- 
tnral  colleges,  as  to  certain  tracts  described  in  yonr  office  decision,  for 
conflict  with  the  selections  made  December  22, 1888,  as  indemnity,  by 
the  JS'orthem  Pacific  railroad  company. 

In  its  appeal  the  State  alleged  that  the  selections  made  by  the  com- 
pany were  not  of  the  nearest  available  lands  to  the  losses  designated, 
which  were  lands  in  the  Coeur  d'AIene  Indian  reservation,  Idaho. 

Upon  this  question  a  report  was  called  for  March  4, 1896. 

I  am  now  ii^  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  March  26, 1896,  wherein 
you  state— 

The  Northern  Pacific  railroad  indemnity  Beleetions,  aboye  reflsrred  to,  were  made 
in  the  North  Yakima  land  district,  for  lands  lost  by  the  Coeor  d'AIene  Indian  reser- 
vation in  the  State  of  Idaho,  and  in  making  the  examination  directed  by  yon,  it  was 
ascertained  that  said  Indemnity  list  No.  17,  was  irregular  and  informal  in  character, 
inasmuch  as  the  lost  lands  were  grouped  together  in  large  bodies  contrary  to  the 
rule  in  such  oases,  and  furthermore  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  record,  that  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  have  filed  a  re-arranged  list  as  required.  See 
La  Bar  i\  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (17  L.  D..  406). 
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In  view  of  the  large  amomit  of  time  and  labor  required  in  making  the  report 
called  for,  involving  the  examination  of  dver  two  hnndred  miles  of  the  indemnity 
limits  of  said  railroad|  I  have  deemed  it  advisable  to  call  your  attention  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  indemnity  selections,  as  above  stated,  before 
proceeding  further  with  the  examination. 

If  upon  a  farther  consideration  of  the  question,  it  is  deemed  necessary  to  have  tha 
examination  made,  the  matter  will  receive  prompt  attention  and  a  report  will  ba 
submitted  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  the  La  Bar  case  {supra)^  yoa  were  direeted  to — 

Call  upon  all  railroad  companies  having  pending  indemnity  selections  to  revise 
their  lists  within  six  months  fhnn  the  date  of  your  order,  so  that  a  proper  basis  will 
be  shown  for  each  and  all  lands  now  claimed  as  indemnity,  the  same  to  be  arranged 
tract  for  tract  in  accordance  with  departmental  requirements,  and  that  all  tracts 
formerly  claimed  for  which  a  particular  basis  has  not  been  assigned  in  the  manner 
prescribed,  at  the  expiration  of  said  six  months,  be  disposed  of  under  the  terms  of 
the  orders  restoring  indemnity  lands  without  regard  to  such  previous  claim. 

The  company  having  failed  to  comply  with  this  order,  your  office 
erred  in  holding  for  cancellation  the  State's  selection  list  for  coDflict 
with  the  company's  selections.  Yonr  said  office  decision  is  therefore 
reversed,  and  the  State's  selections,  if  otherwise  regular  and  legale 
should  be  submitted  for  approval 


VATKST—'EBXLONBOVS  BESCREPTION— INTEBBSTT  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT. 

Null  v.  Fisheb. 

The  inadvertent  substitution  of  an  adjacent  tract  in  the  final  certificate  and  patent 
issued  on  the  commutation  of  ahomestead  entry,  requires  no  action  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  government  except  the  cancellation  of  that  part  of  the  original 
entry  not  covered  by  the  patent. 

S^^etarjf  Smith  to  the  Corhmu9ioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  AprU 

24, 1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

On  November  2, 1863,  Jabez  M.  Fisher  made  homestead  entry  of  th^ 
S.  i  of  the  NW.  i  and  theN.  ^  of  the  9W.  i  o£  s^ctioi^  0,  township  3 
d.,  range  68  W.,  within  the  land  district  of  Denver,  Colorado,  and  on 
December  6, 1864,  he ppmmuted  it  to  cash,  but  iu  the ^nsiip^rtificate, 
through  a  clerical  error,  the  W.  ^  of  the  SW.  \  ^as  substituted  for  the 
•N.  }  of  the  SW.  ijBXiA  the  error  was  perpetuated  in  the  patent,  which 
issued  July  1, 1368. 

On  October  19,  1894,  David  l^uU  filed  in  the  local  office,  for  trans- 
mission to  your  office,  a  petition  setting  out  the  facts  respecting  the 
error  of  description  and  praying  that  demand  be  made  upon  Miers 
Fisher,  the  devisee  of  .the  entryman,  for  the  surrender  of  the  patent 
and  the  reconveyance  of  the  tract  improperly  embraced  therein,  to 
wit,  the  8W.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  section  9,  aud  that  in  default  of  com- 
pliance with  the  demand,  suit  be  instituted  to  cancel  the  patent.  At 
the  same  time  he  presented  his  application  to  make  homestead  entry 
of  the  land. 
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The  decision  of  your  office,  firom  which  Null  has  appealed,  denies  ike 
relief  prayed  for  on  the  ground  that  no  injury  has  resulted  firom  the 
error  either  to  the  United  States  or  to  the  petitioner. 

If  the  final  certificate  had  been  made  to  follow  the  record  and  embniee 
the  land  covered  by  the  original  entry,  a  different  and  perhaps  more 
difficult  question  would  have  been  presented ;  for  in  that  case  the  entry- 
man  would  have  been  vested  with  an  equitable  title  to  forty  acres  of 
land  and  the  legal  title  to  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres;  but  since  tbe 
inchoate  right  acquired  has  not  ripened  into  a  vested  interest,  the  mere 
cancellation  of  that  portion  of  the  recorded  entry  not  covered  by  the 
patent  will  suffice  for  the  protection  of  the  government,  which,  sdone, 
has  any  standing  to  complain. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


OKLlAHPMA  ULETDS-SECONB  HOMESTEAD  ENTB7. 

George  Wilson's  Hbibs. 

The  right  to  make  a  second  homestead  entry  conferred  by  section  13,  act  of  March 
2, 1889,  does  not  extend  to  one  who  purchased  the  land  covered  by  his  first  entry 
under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  act  of  June  15, 1880. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  April 

J24y  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

James  D.  Wilson,  as  the  sole  heir  of  George  Wilson,  deceased,  has 
appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  April  12, 1895,  holding  for  can- 
cellation the  latter's  homestead  entry,  made  May  10, 18S9,  for  the  NE. 
i  of  Sec.  33,  T.  16  N.,  B.  5  W.,  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma,  land  district. 

At  the  time  of  making  said  entry  the  said  George  Wilson  filed  a 
special  affidavit,  stating  that  he  had  made  a  former  homestead  entry 
for  a  certain  tract  in  the  Wa-Keeney,  Kansas,  land  district,  and  ^^that 
the  same  was  commuted  onder  the  act  of  May  20, 1862.  Patent  issned 
Jnne  6, 1888." 

December  20,  1 893,  George  Wilson  died,  and  on  Jnne  1, 1894,  James 
D.  Wilson,  the  son  and  sole  heir  of  said  deceased  entryman,  submitted 
final  proof,  on  which  final  certificate  was  issned  the  same  day. 

When  the  proof  came  before  your  office  for  consideration  it  was  dis- 
covered on  examination  of  the  General  Land  Office  records  that  George 
Wilson's  former  homestead  entry  had  not  been  commuted  under  the  act 
of  May  20, 1862  (Section  2301,  Bevised  Statutes,  U.  S.),  as  alleged  in 
his  special  affidavit,  but  that  the  land  embraced  therein  had  l>een  pur- 
chased by  him  under  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  237). 

Your  office  thereupon  directed  the  register  and  receiver  to  call  upon 
the  heir  aforesaid  to  show  cause  why  the  present  entry  should  not  be 
canceled  for  illegality. 

In  response  to  said  rule  to  show  cause,  James  D.  Wilson  filed  his 
own  affidavit,  alleging  that  he  had  been  informed  by  his  &ther  that 
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the  laod  in  Kansas  had  been  purcliasecl  under  the  commatatiou  clause 
of  the  homestead  act  (Section  2301),  and  not  under  the  act  of  June  15, 
1880;  that  to  affiant's  personal  knowledge  the  said  George  Wilson  had 
settled  upon  and  entei-ed  the  land  here  involved  with  the  bona  fide 
intention  of  making  it  his  home;  that  the  improvements  thereon  are 
worth  about  t700;  and  that  good  faith  has  at  all  times  been  mani- 
fested, by  the  entryman  during  his  lifetime,  and  by  his  heir,  the 
affiant,  since  the  entryman's  death. 

By  letter  of  April  12, 1895,  your  office  held  the  entry  for  cancellation 
and  it  is  from  this  action  that  claimant  has  appealed. 

Section  13  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  1005),  in  regard  to 
Oklahoma  lands  reads,  in  part,  as  follows: 

That  the  lancU  acquired  by  conveyance  from  the  Seminole  Indians  hereander, 
except  the  sixteenth  and  thirty-sixth  sections,  shall  be  disposed  of  to  actnal  settlers 
under  the  homestead  laws  only,  except  as  heroin  otherwise  provided  (except  that 
section  two  thousand  three  hnndred  and  one  of  the  Revised  Statutes  shall  not 
apply):  And  provided  further,  That  any  person  who,  having  attempted,  but  for  any 
cause  failed,  to  secure  a  title  in  fee  to  a  homestead  under  existing  law,  or  who  made 
entry  under  what  is  known  as  the  commuted  provision  of  the  homestead  law,  shall 
be  qualified  to  make  a  homestead  entry  upon  said  lands. 

The  clause  in  said  section,  <<who  made  entry  under  what  is  known 
as  the  commuted  ])rovision  of  the  homestead  law,"  refers  to  section 
2301  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  provides  that  if  a  homestead  set- 
tler does  not  wish  to  remain  Ave  years  on  the  Land  covered  by  his 
entry,  he  may  before  the  expiration  of  that  time  pay  the  minimum  gov- 
ernment price  for  said  land,  such  commutation  payment  taking  the 
place  of  the  further  residence  and  cultivation  that  would  otherwise  be 
required.  This  right  of  commutation  depends  upon  prior  compliance 
with  the  homestead  law  and  can  not  be  exercised  in  the  absence  of 
such  compliance. 

Purchase  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  is  not  commutation,  nor 
does  Che  right  of  purchase  under  said  act  depend  upon  compliance 
with  the  homestead  law.    George  E.  Sandford,  5  L.  D.,  535. 

The  recordsi  of  your  office  clearly  show  that  the  land  embraced  in 
George  Wilson's  first  entry  was  purchased  under  the  act  of  June  15, 
1880.  He  therefore  does  not  come  under  either  of  the  special  exten- 
sions of  the  homestead  right  contained  in  the  thirteenth  section  of  the 
act  of  March  2,  1889,  and  as  his  first  entry  exhausted  his  original 
homestead  right,  his  second  entry  was  made  without  authority  of  law. 

Tour  office  decision  holding  said  entry  for  cancellation  is  accordingly 
afitened. 
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HOMESTEAD  CONTEST— APPLICATION  TO  BNTEB-PRELIMINARX 

AFFIDAVIT. 

Oleates  V.  Smith. 

The  rale  that  preliminary  affidavits  should  not  be  executed  while  the  land  ia  under 
appropriation,  will  not  affect  an  entry  of  land  opened  to  disposition  on  the 
a^ustment  of  a  railroad  grant,  where  the  affidavit  was  made  before  such  open- 
ing, when  in  fact  the  land  had  been  restored  to  the  public  domain  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29, 1890,  prior  to  the  execution  of  said 
affidavit. 

A  preliminary  affidavit  executed  before  a  United  States  commissioner  ontaide  of 
the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated  is  irregular,  and  a  new  affidavit  should 
be  required;  but  the  irregularity  is  not  a  sufficient  basis  for  a  contest. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April 

J24j  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  cousidered  the  appeal  of  Charles  A.  Cleaves  from  your  office 
deciHiou  of  Jane  20, 1893,  sastaiuing  the  action  of  the  local  officers  and 
dismissing  his  contest  filed  against  the  homestead  entry  of  Marray 
Smith,  covering  the  NW.  i,  Sec.  7,  T.  46  N.,  B.  0  W.,  Asliland  laod 
district,  Wisconsin. 

This  land  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  Bayfield 
branch  of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  railway,  under 
the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  1856,  and  is  within  the  primary  limits  of 
the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  May  5, 1864,  for  the  Wisconsin  Central 
railroad. 

At  the  time  of  the  adjustment  of  the  Omaha  grant  it  was  the  roling 
of  this  Department  that  the  reservation  for  the  Omaha  railroad  nnder 
the  act  of  1856  was  sufficient  to  defeat  the  grant  for  the  Central  com- 
pany, and  this  tract,  with  others,  was  opened  to  entry  under  order  from 
this  Department  on  November  2, 1891,  as  a  part  of  the  surplus  lands 
reserved  to  satisfy  the  Omaha  grant 

Under  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Wisconsin 
Central  v.  Forsyth  (156  XT.  S.,  46),  said  reservation  did  not  serve  to  defeat 
the  grant  for  the  Central  company,  but  as  the  said  Central  railroad  com- 
pany failed  to  construct  its  road  opposite  this  laud,  it  was  restored  to 
entry  under  the  terms  of  the  general  forfeiture  act  of  September  29, 
1890  (26  Stat,  496). 

As  before  stated,  however,  this  land  was  opened  to  entry  on  Novem- 
ber 2, 1891,  as  a  part  of  the  Omaha  surplus  lands,  and  on  the  moruiug 
of  that  day  Murray  Smith's  homestead  application  was  received  by  mail 
and  permitted  to  go  of  record. 

On  the  2l8t  of  December  following,  Cleaves  tendered  a  homestead 
application  for  this  land  and  in  his  affidavit  alleged  that  he  settled  on 
the  land  applied  for  immediately  after  midnight  of  the  night  of  Novem- 
ber 1,  1891,  and  began  making  improvements  thereon. 

January  24,  1892,  the  local  officers  ordered  a  hearing  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  the  question  of  priority  of  settlement,  and  upon  the  day 
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set  for  hearing,  namely,  July  11, 1802,  Cleaves  filed  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test in  which  he  alleged  in  addition  to  his  claim  of  settlement,  that  he 
was  informed  and  believed  that  Smith  was  born  outside  of  the  United 
States  and  that  the  entry  by  Smith  was  made  for  speculative  purposes. 
He  also  moved  for  the  cancellation  of  Smith's  entry  for  the  reason  that 
the  homestead  affidavit  was  executed  in  the  county  of  Douglas  and  not 
in  the  county  of  Bayfield,  in  which  the  land  is  situated.  The  last  men- 
tioned motion  was  overruled  and  after  several  continuances,  the  case 
proceeded  to  hearing  on  December  5,  1892,  and  upon  the  record  made 
the  local  officers  recommended  that  Smith's  entry  remain  intact  and 
that  the  application  to  contest  by  Cleaves  be  dismissed. 

In  his  appeal  to  your  office  Cleaves,  in  addition  to  the  objections  made 
to  Smith's  entry  at  the  time  of  the  trial  before  the  local  office,  urged 
that  the  same  was  invalid  because  the  preliminary  affidavit  was  exe- 
cuted at  a  time  when  the  land  was  not  subject  to  entry.  Your  office 
decision  upon  his  appeal,  as  before  stated,  sustained  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  local  officers  permitting  the  entry  by  Smith  to  remain  intact 
and  dismissing  Cleaves'  contest  from  which  action  he  has  appealed  to 
this  Department. 

While  it  is  true  that  in  his  appeal  he  re-alleged  his  specification  of 
errors  set  forth  in  his  appeal  from  the  recommendation  of  the  register 
and  receiver,  yet  it  would  seem  that  he  has  abandoned  his  claim  of 
prior  settlement  and  seeks  to  avoid  Smith's  entry  ui>on  the  objections 
heretofore  recited. 

Upon  the  question  of  prior  settlement,  however,  I  might  state  that 
the  record  shows  that  Smith  settled  upon  this  land  in  May,  1891| 
having  purchased  certain  improvements  made  thereon  by  a  prior  set- 
tler; that  he  repaired  the  improvements  and  during  the  summer  of 
1891,  completed  a  house  and  partly  built  a  stable,  and  has  since,  to 
the  date  of  hearing,  continued  his  claim  to  the  land. 

As  this  tract  was  not  a  part  of  the  surplus  Omaha  lands  but  was,  in 
fact,  restored  by  operation  ot  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  as  a  part 
of  the  nneamed  Wisconsin  Central  grant.  Smith's  acts  of  settlement 
performed  prior  to  November  2, 1891,  can  be  considered,  and  upon  the 
record  made  there  can  be  no  question  but  he  has  shown  his  superior 
right. 

It  but  remains  to  consider  whether  the  objections  urged  to  his  entry 
are  sufficient  to  avoid  his  prior  claim  gained  by  reason  of  his  settle- 
ment. 

It  is  first  urged  that  he  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  but  the 
showing  made  in  support  of  said  charge  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome 
that  made  by  Smith,  and  upon  the  record  I  sustain  the  finding  of  both 
your  office  and  the  local  office  as  to  his  qualification.  The  charge  of 
speculation  is  wholly  unsupported. 

His  homestead  affidavit  was  executed  October  30, 1891,  before  W.  M. 
Tompkins,  United  States  commissioner,  at  Brule,  Douglas  county,  Wis- 
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coDsin.  As  these  lands  were  not  a  part  of  the  Omaha  snrplas,  bat 
were  restored  to  entry  under  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29, 1890, 
supra,  the  charge  that  the  affidavit  was  executed  before  the  lands  were 
open  to  entry  must  fail. 

The  only  remaining  charge  is,  that  it  was  executed  out  of  the  county 
in  which  the  land  is  situated.  This  your  office  holds  to  be  immaterial, 
for  the  reason  that  it  was  executed  within  the  land  district. 

In  the  case  of  Hoge  Wilson  (20  L.  D.,  482),  it  was  held  that  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  26, 1890  (26  Stat,  121),  the  prelimi- 
nary papers  might  be  executed  before  a  United  States  circuit  court 
commissioner  within  the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  and  an 
affidavit  executed  out  of  the  county  was  held  to  have  been  irregular, 
and  your  office  decision  requiring  that  the  party  submit  a  new  affidavit 
was  sustained. 

This  objection  is,  therefore,  well  founded,  and  the  question  arises 
whether  the  defect  is  sufficient  to  avoid  the  entry  in  the  x)resence  of 
this  contest  From  a  consideration  of  the  matter  I  am  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  it  is  not.  The  foct  is  patent  upon  the  face  of  the  paper 
and  should  have  been  noticed  by  the  local  officers,  or  the  entry  sus- 
pended when  it  reached  your  office  and  a  new  affidavit  required.  While 
it  is  an  irregularity  and  a  new  affidavit  should  be  required,  yet  1  do  not 
think  it  is  sufficient  upon  which  to  base  a  contest 

At  the  time  of  trial  of  this  case,  Smith  tendered  a  new  affidavit 
made  before  the  register,  and  I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  his 
right  under  said  entry  is  complete,  and  sustain  your  office  decision 
dismissing  Cleaves'  contest 


HOM£ST£AI>-COMMrTATION-ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1881. 

EusEBius  M.  Miles. 

A  homestead  entry  made  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  though  based 
on  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement  filed  yrior  to  said  act,  can  not  be  commated 
without  fourteen  months'  residence  and  cultivation  Arom  date  of  the  entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General  Land  Office,  April 

24, 1896.  (0.  J.  G.) 

The  above  case  is  in  relation  to  the  SU.  \  of  Sec.  11,  T.  47  N.,  B.  9  W., 
Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin. 

This  land  was  formerly  included  in  a  grant  to  a  railroad  company, 
and  was  forfeited  by  act  of  Congress  approved  September  29, 1890.  It 
became  subject  to  entry  February  23, 1891.  On  the  latter  date  Eusebius 
M.  Miles  filed  his  soldier's  declaratory  statement  for  said  land. 

On  June  26, 1891,  Miles  made  homestead  entry  for  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, and  on  November  21, 1891,  made  commutation  proof  thereon  and 
cash  certificate  was  issued* 
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By  letter  of  December  30, 1S92,  your  office  directed  the  local  office 
to  call  upon  claimant  to  furnish  supplemental  proof  without  republica- 
tion, showing  fourteen  months  residence  and  cultivation  subsequent  to 
June  26, 1801,  the  date  of  entry,  in  accordance  with  section  6  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1801. 

Upon  the  failure  of  claimant  to  furnish  the  supplemental  proof 
requested,  your  office  on  June  13,  1894,  directed  the  local  office  to 
require  him  to  show  cause  within  sixty  days  from  receipt  of  notice  why 
his  entry  should  not  be  canceled. 

For  reply  to  said  requirement  the  local  office  transmitted  a  statement 
filed  by  the  claimant  wherein  it  is  alleged — 

That  said  commated  cash  entry  should  be  patented  under  the  proof  submitted 
November  21,  1891,  for  the  reason  that  said  proof  showed  fall  compliance  with  the 
law  for  a  period  of  more  than  six  months  prior  thereto,  and  that  he  initiated  his 
right  to  make  said  homestead  entry  February  23, 1891,  by  filing  ou  8«id  land  his  sol- 
dier's declaratory  statement,  said  homestead  entry  being  made  in  accordance  with 
said  soldier's  declaratory  statement,  and  within  six  months  after  date  of  said  tiling. 
His  rights  thereunder  relate  back  to  the  date  of  said  iiliug,  and  the  law  under  which 
said  filing  was  made  required  only  six  months  residence  from  the  date  of  settlement 
before  the  making  of  commuted  proof. 

Notwithstanding  this  allegation  your  office,  on  March  26, 1895,  held 
that  residence  and  culcivation  for  the  period  of  fourteen  mouths  from 
date  of  entry,  June  26, 1891,  were  imperative,  and  claimant's  cash  entry 
was  held  for  cancellation  pending  compliance  with  the  law. 

Claimant  has  appealed  to  this  Department. 

Section  6  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  amending  section  2301  of  the 
Eeyised  Statutes,  reads  as  follows : 

Nothing  in  this  chapter  shaU  be  so  <Kmstrued  as  to  prevent  any  person  who  shall 
hereafter  avail  himself  of  the  benefits  of  section  2289  from  paying  the  minimum 
price  for  the  quantity  of  land  so  entered  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  fourteen 
calendar  months  from  the  date  of  such  entry,  and  obtaining  a  patent  therefor,  upon 
making  proof  of  settlement  and  of  residence  and  cultivation  for  such  period  of  four- 
teen months. 

From  this  it  is  seen  that  no  exceptions  are  made,  but  that  ^^any  per- 
son who  shall  hereafter  avail  himself  of  the  benefits  of  section  2289," 
may  commute  his  homestead  entry  to  a  cash  entry,  provided  he  can 
make  proof  of  settlement,  residence  and  cultivation  for  a  period  of 
fourteen  months  from  date  of  entry. 

In  the  case  of  Francis  A.  Lock  wood  (16  L.  D.,  285)  it  was  held  that — 

The  terms  ''so  entered ''  and  ''such  entry"  in  the  section  taken  and  accepted  in 
their  ordinary  sense^  as  used  in  the  statutes  and  employed  in  the  land  department, 
can  only  mean  the  recorded  claim  of  the  settler  made  upon  due  application  and  pay- 
ment of  the  requisite  fees,  and  it  is  from  the  date  of  this  ''entry  "  that  the  period  of 
residence  must  now  be  computed  if  "settlement"  is  not  accepted  as  the  equivalent 
of  such  "entry." 

The  only  difference  between  the  case  at  bar  and  numerous  others 
that  have  been  decided,  notably,  Francis  A.  Lock  wood  {nupra)]  Fames 
c.  Bourke  (18  L.  D.,  150);  Mathew  Benson  (18  L.  D.,  437)  j  Herbert  H. 
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Angasta  (10  L.  D.,  114);  Howard  6.  Bobbins  (21  L.  D.,  115),  where  the 
same  principle  was  involved,  is  as  to  whether  the  fact  that  Miles  filed 
his  soldier's  declaratory  statement  prior  to  the  act  of  March  3,  1891, 
gives  him  a  privilege  saperior  to  that  of  an  actual  settler,  and  thereby 
excepts  him  from  the  operation  of  section  6  of  said  act.  In  the  cases 
above  cited  the  question  involved  was  as  to  whether  settlement  prior 
to  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  would  serve  to  except  the  settler  from  the 
operation  of  section  6  of  said  act  where  entry  was  not  made  until  after 
its  passage.  In  every  one  of  those  cases  the  question  was  decided  in 
the  negative.  In  the  cases  of  Francis  A.  Lockwood  and  Herbert  H. 
Augusta  the  entries  were  finally  allowed  to  stand,  but  that  was  only 
because  the  entryman  had  sold  the  lands  and  on  that  account  the  four- 
teen months  residence  was  impossible. 

The  filing  of  a  declaratory  statement  gives  the  soldier  an  additional 
privilege  over  the  ordinary  homesteader  only  in  the  matter  of  giving 
him  power  to  hold  his  claim  for  six  months  after  selection.  Also,  a 
soldier's  claim  may  be  filed  by  an  agent.  Outside  of  these  additional 
privileges  he  must ''  fulfill  all  the  requirements  of  law^" 

As  previously  shown  Miles  ^^  availed  himself  of  the  benefits  "  of  sec- 
tion 2289  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  when  he  applied  on  June  26, 1891,  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  the  land  in  question.  This  was  subsequently 
to  the  act  of  March  3, 1891.  Therefore,  his  commutation,  made  Novem- 
ber 21, 1891,  can  be  made  only  under  the  act  in  force  when  he  made  his 
entry. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed,  and  unless  the  claimant 
shall  furnish  the  supplemental  proot  as  required  his  entry  will  be 
canceled. 


SETTXEMENT  BIGHT— RELINQtnSHMENT— SECOND  ENTKIT. 

Nbwbanks  V.  Thompson. 

A  party  who  settles  on  land  covered  by  the  entry  of  another,  nnder  an  agreement 
with  the  prior  entryman  that  snch  entry  shall  be  relinqaished  for  his  benefit, 
acquires  no  right  as  a  settler  as  against  the  intervening  entry  of  another,  made 
on  the  relinqnishment  of  the  prior  entry,  if  he  fails  to  secure  the  release  of  said 
land,  through  contest,  or  in  the  manner  agreed  upon. 

The  right  to  make  a  second  homestead  entry  under  section  2,  act  of  March  2,  1889, 
can  not  be  invoked  for  the  protection  of  a  settler  who  at  the  time  of  his  settle- 
ment has  an  entry  of  record  for  another  tract. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April 
(J.  I.  H.)  JMy  1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  16,  the  NW.  J 
of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  22,  and  the  NB.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  21,  T.  2  N., 
R.  27  W.,  Chamberlain,  South  Dakota,  land  district. 

May  7, 1S92,  Robert  S.  Carlin  made  homestead  entry  for  said  tract. 
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The  entary  was  canceled  on  relinqaiBlimeut  April  14, 1894,  and  on  tlie 
same  day  Charles  F.  Thompson  made  homestead  entry  for  the  land. 

May  22, 1894,  Noah  Newbanks  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against 
said  entry  alleging  that  he  settled  on  the  land  November  15, 1893,  after 
having  a  short  time  prior  thereto,  with  the  consent  of  Robert  Garlin 
whose  entry  was  of  record  until  April  14, 1894,  made  valuable  improve- 
ments on  the  land;  that  his  improvements  are  worth  $1,000.00;  that 
at  the  time  of  making  said  improvements  Garliu  promised  and  agreed 
that  he  would  relinquish  his  entry  so  that  the  affiant  could  make  entry; 
that  Thompson  is  not  a  settler  on  the  land  and  has  no  improvements 
thereon,  and  that  he  knew  at  the  time  of  his  entry,  April  14, 1894,  that 
the  affiant  was  living  on  the  land  with  his  family. 

On  the  day  set  for  hearing,  August  20, 1894,  the  entryman  moved  the 
dismissal  of  the  contest  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  of  contest  does 
not  state  a  cause  of  action.  The  local  officers  denied  the  motion.  On 
the  same  day  the  contestant  presented  homestead  application  for  the 
land,  making  the  following  statement  in  his  homestead  affidavit  accom- 
panying the  application : 

I  have  not  heretofore  made  any  entry  under  the  homeetead  laws,  exeept  that  in 
August  or  September,  1888,  at  the  U.  8.  land  office  at  Deadwood,  Dakota  Territory  I 
made  entry  for  a  tract  of  land  in  Custer  county,  Dakota  Territory;  that  I  made  set- 
tlement thereon  in  August  or  September  1888,  and  built  a  house  and  corrals  thereon 
to  the  value  of  $500.00  but  that  I  abandoned  said  tract  in  October,  1891,  on  account 
of  drouth  and  failure  of  crops;  (and)  that  I  am  unable  to  describe  the  land. 

Hearing  was  had  before  the  local  officers  September  25, 1894.  Octo- 
ber 10, 1894,  they  rendered  decision  recommending  the  cancellation  of 
the  entry.  On  the  entryman's  appeal  your  office,  on  February  15, 1895, 
affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  holding  that  under  section  2 
of  the  act  of  March  2, 1888  (25  Stat.,  854),  the  contestant  is  entitled  to 
make  homestead  entry  for  the  land,  having  failed  to  perfect  title  to  the 
land  entered  by  him  in  1888.  Your  office  found  in  regard  to  Newbanks' 
settlement  on  the  tract  in  question  that  about  June  1, 1892,  he  made  an 
agreement  with  Garlin  by  the  terms  of  which  Garlin  was  to  relinquish 
the  land  for  a  consideration  of  $25.00;  and  that  shortly  after  entering 
into  said  agreement  Kewbanks  settled  on  the  land.  In  reference  to 
Newbanks'  former  entry  the  decision  states  that  the  records  of  your 
office  show  that  the  same  was  contested  September  21, 1894,  on  the 
charge  of  abandonment,  and  canceled  February  11,  1895,  Newbanks 
fiftiling  to  make  any  defense. 

Thompson's  appeal  from  said  decision  brings  the  case  before  me  for 
consideration. 

According  to  the  statement  made  in  his  affidavit  of  contest  New- 
banks  had  been  living  on  the  land  for  Ave  months  under  the  agreement 
that  Garlin  was  to  relinquish  his  entry.  Your  office  found  that  he  had 
been  living  on  the  land  for  about  two  years  under  that  agreement. 

While  Newbanks  bases  his  claim  of  prior  right  on  his  settlement  he 
also,  in  effect,  takes  the  position  that  the  laud  was  segregated  from  the 
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public  domain  for  his  beuefit  by  Garlin's  entry.  The  agreement  of  Car- 
lin  was  of  sach  a  nature  that  bis  entry  would  have  been  canceled  on 
proof  thereof  in  a  contest  proceeding.  Had  Thompson  contested  the 
entry  and  proved  the  agreement  between  Garlin  and  Newbanks  the 
preference  right  could  have  been  awarded  him  over  Newbanks  by  rea- 
son of  having  cleared  the  record. 

Newbanks,  by  his  failure  to  contest  Garlin's  entry,  or  to  procure  the 
filing  of  his  relinquishment,  did  not  only  subject  himself  to  the  rights 
of  anyone  who  might  choose  to  contest  Garlin's  entry,  but  also  forfeited 
his  rights  as  against  Thompson,  who  made  entry  after  the  filing  of  Gar- 
lin's relinquishment.  Newbanks  is  in  the  same  position  as  a  suitor  in 
a  court  of  equity — he  must  show  equitable  action  on  his  part.  The  fact 
that,  he  had  resided  upon  and  cultivated  the  land  and  made  valuable 
improvements  is  not  a  sufiScient  showing  of  equity.  In  view  of  his 
agreement  with  Garlin  it  was  his  duty  upon  his  settlement,  to  dear  the 
record  of  Garlin's  entry.  Instead  of  taking  steps  in  that  direction  he 
had,  according  to  his  statement  in  his  contest  affidavit,  resided  on  the 
land  for  five  months  at  the  date  of  Qarlin's  relinquishment  and  Thomp- 
son's entry.  He  then  attacked  Thompson's  entry,  in  effect  claiming 
that  Garlin's  entry  segregated  the  land  from  the  public  domain  for  his 
benefit.  He  cannot  be  allowed  to  take  such  an  inequitable  stand. 
His  affidavit  of  contest  is  insufficient. 

The  Department  has  held  in  the  following  cases  that  the  right  of  a 
settler  who  is  residing  upon  land  covered  by  the  entry  of  another 
attaches  eo  instanii  on  the  relinquishment  and  cancellation  of  Auch 
entry,  and  is  superior  to  that  of  a  homesteader  who  makes  entry  for 
the  land  immediately  after  its  relinquishment:  Wiley  v,  Raymond,  6 
L.  D.,  246;  Zaspell  v.  Nolan,  13  L.  D.,  148;  Stone  t.  Gowles,  13  L.  D., 
192;  Fosgate  V.  Bell,  14  L.  D.,  439;  McOowan  v.  McCann,  15  L.  D.,  542; 
Blauvelt  r.  Masden,  18  L.  D.,  538;  Bickers  v.  Tisher,  19  L.  D.,  421; 
Dowman  v.  Moss,  19  L.  D.,  526.  Those  cases  differ  from  the  case  at 
bar  in  that  none  of  the  settlers  lived  on  the  land  with  the  entryman's 
consent,  and  none  of  them  could  be  required  to  clear  the  record  of  the 
existing  entry.  They  were  given  the  preference  right  of  entry  over  the 
intervening  entrymen  because  under  the  circumstances  under  which 
their  settlements  were  made  the  equities  were  in  their  favor.  The  cir- 
cumstances are  different  in  the  case  at  bar.  Newbanks'  equities  by 
reason  of  his  settlement  are  more  than  offset  by  his  action  in  allowing 
the  land  to  remain  segregated  by  an  entry  which  by  reason  of  his  own 
agreement  with  the  entryman  was  subject  to  contest.  It  was  incum- 
bent on  him  on  Garlin's  failure  to  relinquish  immediately  after  entering 
into  the  agreement,  to  contest  the  entry,  charging  the  &ct  of  the  agree- 
ment and  alleging  his  settlement. 

As  the  affidavit  of  contest  was  insufficient  the  defendant's  motion  to 
dismiss  the  contest  should  have  been  sustained. 

There  is  another  reason  calling  for  the  dismissal  of  the  contest. 
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Section  2  of  the  act  of  :March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  854),  under  which  your 
offiee  held  that  Newbanks  acquired  a  settlement  right  to  the  lanii  in 
question,  provides  as  follows: 

That  any  person  who  has  not  heretofore  perfected  title  to  a  tract  of  land  of  which 
he  has  made  entry  ander  the  homestead  law,  may  make  a  homestead  entry  for  not 
exceeding  one-quarter  section  of  public  land  subject  to  such  entry,  such  previous 
filing  or  entry  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding;  but  this  right  shall  not  apply  to 
persons  who  perfect  title  to  lands  under  the  pre-emption  or  homestead  laws  already 
initiated. 

It  was  not  intended  by  said  act  to  allow  an  entryman  while  his  entry 
is  of  record  to  lay  claim  to  another  tract  under  the  settlemeut  laws. 
The  fkct  that  l^ewbanks  had  abandoned  the  land  covered  by  his  entry 
gives  him  no  standing  as  a  settler  on  the  tract  in  question  for  the  reason 
that  his  entry  segregated  the  land  covered  by  it  from  the  public  domain. 
He  can  not  by  an  entry  for  one  tract  and  a  settlement  on  another  seg- 
regate both  from  the  public  domain.  Neither  can  Carlin's  entry  segre- 
gate the  land  for  his  benefit.  Nor  can  his  improvements  give  him  any 
right  to  the  land  although,  as  found  by  your  office,  they  are  valuable 
and  were  made  under  the  belief  that  he  had  the  right  to  enter  the  land. 
While  the  decision  appealed  from  is  on  the  question  of  Newbanks'  right 
to  make  a  second  entry,  within  the  letter  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889, 
it  was  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  homestead  law  to  recognize  him  as 
a  settler  on  the  tract  in  question  while  his  entry  was  of  record.  He 
had  the  right  after  February  11, 1895,  the  date  of  the  cancellation  of 
his  entry,  to  make  a  second  entry.  That  fact,  however,  would  not 
innre  to  his  benefit  in  the  case  at  bar,  if  his  claim  to  the  land  were 
otherwise  valid,  for  the  reason  that  the  case  must  be  governed  by  the 
facts  as  they  stood  April  14, 1894,  the  date  of  Thompson's  entry. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— IKDEMNTTT  SEL.ECTION— DESIOXATION  OF  LOSS. 

Southern  Pagifio  R.  B.  Go.  v.  MgKinlrt. 

The  feet  that  there  is  a  defioleney  in  a  railroad  grant  does  not  relieve  the  company 
from  the  necessity  of  specifying  losses  in  support  of  indemnity  selections. 

A  list  of  indemnity  selections,  in  which  no  losses  are  designated  as  bases  for  the 
selections,  la  no  bar  to  a  snbseqnent  adverse  appropriation  of  the  lands  em- 
braced therein;  and  a  list  of  snoh  character  can  not  be  perfected  by  the  specifi- 
cation of  losses  after  the  intervention  of  adverse  claims. 

The  right  of  a  railroad  company  to  take  a  tract  of  land  as  indemnity  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  status  of  such  tract  at  the  date  of  the  application  to  select  the 
same. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April 

24,  1896.  (W.  0.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany V.  Walter  A.  McKinley  on  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your 
office  decision  of  March  16, 1895,  holding  for  cancellation  its  applica- 
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tion  to  select  as  indemnity  the  E.  }  of  the  NW.  }  and  the  W.  i  of  the 
NB.  i  of  Sec.  35,  T.  25  S.,  R.  30  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  YisaUa,  California,  land 
district,  and  directing  the  allowance  of  McEiuley's  application  to  make 
homestead  entry  of  said  land. 

The  decision  appealed  from  sets  forth  the  facts  as  shown  by  the 
records  of  yonr  office,  substantially,  as  given  below. 

The  land  in  controversy  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant 
to  said  company  by  the  act  of  July  26, 1866  (14  Stat.,  292)  aud  on  Sei>- 
tember  15, 1885,  the  company  applied  to  select  these  tracts  as  indem- 
nity. The  local  officers  refused  to  approve  said  list  (No.  22),  becaase  no 
bases  for  selection  had  been  designated,  from  which  action  the  company 
appealed  to  your  office.  On  November  12, 1885,  one  Joseph  P.  Morri- 
son was  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  lands.  On  December 
'9, 1885,  while  the  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  the  first  list  was  pending 
in  your  office,  the  company  presented  another  list  of  selections  (No.  23) 
embracing  the  same  tracts  and  designating  losses.  This  list  was  also 
rejected  by  the  local  officers  on  the  ground  that  the  company  had  not 
complied  with  the  regulations  governing  in  such  cases.  On  January 
10, 1895,  said  list  (No.  23)  was  returned  to  the  local  officers,  with  instruc- 
tions to  reexamine  the  same  without  regard  to  the  objections  thereto- 
fore made  by  them,  and  to  require  new  lists  to  be  submitted,  one  showing 
the  tracts  they  could  approve,  and  the  other  the  ones  they  could  not 
.approve.  The  tracts  in  question  are  included  in  the  list  (No.  56), 
approved  by  the  local  officers  on  May  10, 1892. 

In  the  meantime  Morrison's  homestead  entry  was  canceled  by  the 
local  officers,  the  reason  therefor  not  being  shown  in  the  record  now 
^elbr^  me,  and  on  the  same  day,  December  13, 1887,  one  Jeff.  D.  Hamp- 
ton  mhde  hoihestead  entry  for  these  lands.  This  entry  was  on  August 
28, 1891,  canceled  as  the  rei^ult  of  a  contest  prosecuted  by  McKinley, 
and  he  was  given  thirty  days  within  which  to  exercise  his  rights  as  a 
suiccess^l  ^iontestant.  The  following  statement  was  made  in  this  notice 
to  him,  dated  September  3, 1891 : 

Before  said  land  can  be  entered  by  yon  or  any  other  person  it  must  be  shown  to 
^are  be^ii  not  snbjeot  to  selection  by  said  coiiipany. 

(,/  ,It  s^ms  that  McKinley  ajktempte4  to  exercise  his  rights,  fo^  on  Sefh 
•tember  12, 1891,  he  filed  a.  formal  .application  £0  make  homestead  entry 
-for  the  W.  ^  of  the  NE.  },  and  at  the  same  time  presented  his  formal 
application,  asking  to  be  allowed  to  contest  the  claim  of  the  company 
to  the  E.  J  of  the  NW.  |  of  said  section.  The  local  officers  seem  to 
have  regarded  these  papers  as  constituting  an  application  to  make 
entry  for  both  tracts,  because  the  register  in  transmitting  the  papers 
to  your  office  uses  this  language: 

Herewith  I  transmit  the  papers  in  homestead  application  of  Walter  A.  McKinley 
for  E.  i  of  NW.  i  and  W.  i  of  NE.  i,  Sec.  35,  T.  25  S.,  B.  30  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  presented 
in  this  office  and  rejected  September  12,  1891,  for  the  reason  jitated  on  the  applioa- 
tion  of  said  McKinley  to  contest  the  claim  of  the  S.  P.  R.  R,  Co.  to  said  land, 
attached  to  said  homest-ead  application. 
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The  reason  given  for  the  rejection  was  that  it  was  not  safSciently 
shown  that  the  land  was  not  subject  to  selection  by  the  company. 

It  is  claimed  in  behalf  of  the  company  that  because  of  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  deficiency  in  its  grants  it  was  unnecessary  to  designate  lost 
lands  for  which  indemnity  was  asked,  and  that  therefore  its  selection 
of  September  15,  1885,  was  a  valid  one.  This  contention  cannot  be 
sustained.  All  the  decisions  of  this  Department  are  against  it,  and  I 
find  no  good  reason  for  changing  the  rule.  The  case  cited  in  support 
of  this  argument  (Kew  Orleans  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  20  L.  D.,  162)  is  not 
pertinent  since  the  question  is  one  entirely  different  from  the  one  pre- 
sented here.  That  decision  simply  held  that  because  of  the  deficiency 
the  company  might  be  excused  from  designating  losses  for  previously 
patented  lauds,  but  does  not  intimate  that  it  would  be  released  from 
such  designation  with  respect  to  selections  not  patented  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  the  regulation  of  August  4, 1885,  requiring  the  same. 

The  indemnity  withdrawal  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  grant  in  ques- 
tion was  in  violation  of  the  law  and  is  no  bar  to  the  acquisition  of  set- 
"tlement  rights.  (Stuart  t?.. Southern  Pac.  B.  B.  Co.  (22  L.  D.,  61). 
,  The  indemnity  list  presented  by  the  company  September  15, 1885, 
designated  no  losses  as  bases  for  the  selection  and  hence  was  no  bar  to 
a  subsequent  appropriation  of  the  lands,  and  the  list  may  not  be  per- 
iected  by  the  designation  of  losses  after  the  intervention  of  an  adverse 
claim.  Hoeft  t?.  St.  Paul  &  Duluth  B.  B.  Co.  (15  L.  D.,  101);  Oregon 
and  Califoniia  B.  B.  Co.  v.  SmaU  (19  L.  D.,  422). 

The  company's  claim  in  this  case  must  be  held  to  date  from  Decem- 
ber 9, 1885,  the  time  the  second  list  was  presented*  At  that  time  the 
;land  was  covered  by  an  adverse  claim,  and  hence  the  company's  selec- 
tion could  not  be  properly  allowed  then. 

-    The  only  question  left  to  be  determined  is  as  to  whether  the  company's 

:ciaim  attached  at  once  upon  the  cancellation  of  Morrison's  entry  as 

.against  the  entry  of  Hampton  made  the  same  day.    It  has  been  held 

in  many  cases  that  the  right  of  a  railroad  company  to  take  any  tract 

*0f  land  as  indemnity  must  be  determined  by  the  status  of  such  tract 

at  the  date  of  the  application  to  select  the  same.    Northern  Pacific  B. 

-B.  Go.  V.  Loomis  et  al.  (21  L.  D.,  395),  and  authorities  there  cited. 

.    In  the  case  of  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  B.  B.  Co.  (20  L.  D.,  408), 

a  selection  which  could  not  properly  have  been  allo^tv^ed  at  the  time 

made,  because  of  a  prior  adverse  claim,  was  approved  after  such  claim 

'^as  relinquished.    But  this  case  does  not  antagonize  the  general  rule, 

because  this  action  was  taken  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  land  was  free 

and  subject  to  selection  at  the  date  of  the  decision.    It  was  thought 

unnecessary  under  these  circumstances  to  require  the  company  to  go 

through  the  iormality  of  presenting  a  new  selection. 

It  is  clear  that  your  decision,  holding  the  company's  selection  of  the 
land  in  question  for  cancellation  is  fully  justified  by  the  authorities 
cited  above,  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed. 
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MINING  CLAIM— MILL  SITE— INBBPENDENT  APPLICATION. 

Eclipse  Mill  Site. 

Under  the  first  olanse  of  section  2337,  R.  S.,  the  owner  of  a  patented  lode  may  by 
an  independent  application  secure  a  mill  site,  if  good  faith  is  manifest,  the  im- 
provements sufficient,  and  no  adverse  claim  exists. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commi8iioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  April 
(J.  I.  H.)  24, 1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  record  before  me  shows  that  the  Eclipse  Mining  Company,  by 
G.  H.  Abbott,  agent,  located  the  Eclipse  mill-site,  in  Monarch  miniug 
district,  Chaffee  connty,  Colorado,  Leadville  land  district,  April  15, 

1882.  In  the  certificate  of  location  no  reference  whatever  is  made  by 
which  it  could  be  determined  that  the  mill-site  was  located  in  connec- 
tion with  any  mining  claim.  On  April  17, 1883,  application  for  patent 
was  filed  for  the  mill-site,  sarvey  No.  3118.  In  the  field  notes  of  the 
official  sarvey  no  improvements  were  reported,  bat  it  was  said  by  the 
deputy-surveyor:  ^^The  above-described  mill-site  is  located  in  oonneo- 
tion  with  the  Eclipse  lode."    Subsequently,  however,  on  December  15, 

1883,  the  surveyor-general  certified  that  9500  worth  of  improvements 
had  been  placed  on  the  mill-site,  consisting  of  a  firame  office  sixteen  by 
twenty  seven  feet,  and  two  log  cabins  eighteen  by  twenty  feet  each. 
Final  entry  was  made  February  11, 1884. 

On  January  7,  1887,  your  pffice  considered  this  entry,  and  it  was 
determioed  that  it  was  not  shown  that  there  was  a  quartz  mill  or  reduc- 
tion works  on  the  mill-site,  nor  any  labor  or  improvements  thereon,  nor 
that  it  was  used  for  mining  or  milling  purposes;  that  the  application 
was  based  on  the  fact  that  the  Eclipse  Mining  Company  was  the  owner 
of  and  working  the  Eclipse  mine;  that  the  Eclipse  mine  had  been  pat- 
ented April  18, 1884,  and  no  reference  was  made  to  any  mill-site  in 
connection  therewith.    The  entry  was,  therefore,  held  for  cancellation. 

On  February  26^  1887,  the  affidavit  of  Abbott  was  filed,  by  which  it 
was  shown  that  on  the  mill-site  the  Eclipse  Company  had  ^^  an  office 
building,  assay  office,  store-room,  and  other  structures." 

By  your  office  letter  of  March  19, 1887,  it  was  decided  that  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  surveyor-general  showed  9500  worth  of  improvements, 
but  affirmed  the  former  decision  in  other  respects. 

Thus  the  matter  seems  to  have  rested  until  October  20, 1894,  when 
your  office  called  for  a  report  as  to  what  action  had  been  taken  by  the 
applicant,  as  required  by  your  office  letter  of  March  19, 1887.  The 
corroborated  affidavit  of  Abbott  was  then  forwarded,  by  which  it  is 
shown  that  there  is  an  eight-room  house,  used  as  an  office  and  residence 
for  the  superintendent  of  the  Eclipse  mine;  a  stable  for  four  horses;  a 
railroad  switch  that  will  hold  ten  railroad  cars,  and  a  small  building 
for  storage  purposes,  all  used  in  connection  with  the  Eclipse  mine  and 
cost  over  $1500. 
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Your  office  by  letter  of  February  20, 1895,  again  cousidered  the  mat- 
ter, and  affirmed  the  former  judgment.  A  motion  for  review  was  filed 
and  overruled,  April  1 1,  1895,  whereupon  the  applicant  prosecutes  this 
appeal. 

Section  2337  of  the  lievised  Statutes,  permitting  entry  of  mill-sites, 
reads  as  follows : 

Where  non-mineral  laud  not  contiguous  to  the  vein  or  lode  iH  used  or  occupied  by 
the  proprietor  of  such  veiu  or  lode  for  mining  or  milling  purposeSi  such  non-adjacent 
surface-ground  may  he  embraced  and  included  in  an  application  for  a  patent  for 
finch  vein  or  lode,  and  the  same  may  be  patented  therewith,  subject  to  the  same 
preliminary  requirements  as  to  survey  and  notice  as  are  applicable  to  veins  or  lodes; 
but  no  location  hereafter  made  of  snch  non-adjacent  land  shall  exceed  five  acres, 
ami  payment  for  the  same  must  be  made  at  the  same  rate  as  fixed  by  this  chapter 
for  the  superficies  of  the  lode.  The  owner  of  a  quartz-mill  or  reductions-works,  not 
owning  a  mine  in  connection  therewith,  may  also  receive  a  patent  for  his  mill-site, 
as  provided  in  this  section. 

It  will  be  seen  that  this  section  provides  for  two  classes  of  claims  to 
be  entered.  The  first  is  non-adjacent  surface-ground,  used  or  occupied 
by  the  proprietor  of  a  "  vein  or  lode  for  mining  or  milling  purposes.'^ 
The  ruling  of  your  office  is  that  under  the  first  clause  the  application 
for  the  mill-site  must  be  made  with  that  of  the  lode,*  in  other  words, 
tbey  must  be  simultaneous  and  patented  together.  The  second  class 
is  distinctly  defined,  and  what  is  contemplated  thereby  can  not  be 
misunderstood.  It  is  as  clearly  distinguished  from  the  first  as  words 
can  possibly  make  it. 

The  question  presented  here  is,  whether  the  owner  of  a  lode  for 
which  patent  is  issued  may,  by  an  independent  application,  secure 
patent  for  a  mill  site. 

I  think  it  may  be  conceded  that  it  is  shown  here  by  affidavits  that 
the  applicant  has  in  good  faith  improved,  and  used,  the  mill-site  in 
connection  with  the  mine;  that  is,  the  buildings  erected  thereon  are 
used  and  occupied  as  a  residence  and  office  by  the  superintendent;  the 
stable  for  the  horses  used  in  connection  w^ith  the  mine;  the  product 
thereof  is  stored  on  the  mill-site,  and  a  railroad  switch  is  maintained 
thereon  for  use  in  the  transportation  of  the  ores.  In  view  of  this 
showing,  it  may  be  safely  assumed  that,  in  contemplation  of  the 
statute,  the  mill-sit^  is  used  for  "  mining"  purposes. 

The  exact  question  presented  here  has  been  before  the  Department 
but  twice,  so  far  as  my  research  has  extended.  The  first  case  is  that  of 
Chailes  Lennig  (5  L.  D.,  190).  The  applicant  in  that  case  attempted 
to  procure  a  patent  for  the  Eureka  mill-site.  Mr.  Secretary  Lamar,  after 
quoting  section  2337,  defined  his  conception  thereof  in  the  following 
language : 

The  second  clause  of  this  section  manifestly  makcb  the  right  to  patent  a  mill  site 
dependent  upon  the  existence  on  the  land  of  a  quartz-mill  or  reduction-works.  But 
the  terms  of  the  first  clause  are  more  comprehensive.  Under  them  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  land  be  actually  a  "mill-site."  They  make  the  use  or  occupation  of  it  for 
mining  or  milling  purposes  the  only  pre-requisite  to  a  patent.  The  proprietor  of  a 
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lode  undoubtedly  ''uses"  non-contiguous  land  ''for  mining  or  milling  porpoees" 
when  he  has  a  <]uartz-raill  or  reduction- works  upon  it,  or  when  in  any  other  manner 
he  employs  it  in  connection  with  mining  or  milling  operations.  For  example,  if  he 
uses  it  for  depositing  "tailings''  or  storing  ores,  or  for  shops  or  houses  for  his  work- 
men, or  for  collecting  water  to  run  his  qanrtz-mill,  I  think  it  clear  that  he  would  be 
U9ing  it  for  mining  or  milling  purposes.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  "  occnpaition '' for 
mining  or  milling  purposes,  so  far  as  it  may  be  distinguished  from  "use/'  is  some- 
thing more  than  mere  naked  possession,  and  that  it  must  be  evidenced  by  outward 
and  visible  signs  of  the  applicant's  good  faith.  The  manifest  purpose  of  Congress 
was  to  grant  an  additional  tract  to  a  person  who  required  or  expected  to  require  it 
for  use  in  connection  with  his  lode ;  that  is,  to  one  who  needed  more  land  for  working 
his  lode  or  reducing  the  ores  than  custom  or  law  gave  him  with  it.  Therefore,  when 
an  applicant  is  not  actually  using  the  land,  he  must  show  such  an  occupation,  by 
improvements  or  otherwise,  as  evidences  an  intended  use  of  the  tract  in  good  faith 
for  mining  or  milling  purposes. 

This  entry  was  not  allowed,  for  the  reason  that  the  "facts  show  plainly 
that  the  land  is  not  used  or  occupied  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
located,  or  for  any  purpose  in  connection  with  mining  or  milling/- 

The  next  case  is  that  of  Cypress  Mill  site  (6  L.  D.,  706),  where  the 
language  used  in  the  Lennig  case  is  adopted.  This  application  was 
also  rejected,  but  for  the  reason  that  it  was  shown  that  it  was  sought 
to  get  the  land  for  the  water  thereon  only,  and  was  not  to  be  used  in 
connection  with  mining  or  milling.    It  was  said  in  that  case,  however, 

it  is  not  intended  to  rule  that  in  no  case  can  an  owner  of  a  vein  or  lode  claim  make 
entry  of  a  mill-site  under  said  section  (2337),  unless  the  claim  for  the  same  shall  be 
embraced  in  the  api^li cation  for  a  vein  or  lode. 

It  would  seem  from  this  express  declaration  that  the  question  involved 
herein  was  under  consideration  in  that  case,  and  the  Department  refased, 
or  at  least  declined,  to  decide  it  adversely. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  while  the  Department  has  refused  two 
applications  for  a  mill-site  patent  independent  of  the  lode  claim,  it 
has  been  upon  other  grounds  than  that  the  applications  were  not  made 
as  one,  and  the  reasoning  in  the  Lennig  case,  together  with  the 
announcement  in  the  Cypress  Mill-site  case,  as  quoted  above,  point 
irresistibly  to  the  fact  that  for  this  reason  alone  they  would  not  have 
been  rejected. 

The  matter  of  improvements  on  mill-sites  has  been  before  the  De- 
partment. In  Gold  Springs  and  Denver  City  Mill-Site  (13  L.  D.,  175), 
which  was  an  application  for  patent  for  a  lode  and  mill-site,  your  office 
held  that  ^^  building  tanks,  a  spring  house,  and  a  stone  cabin,-' were 
insufficient  improvements  to  M'arrant  issuance  of  patent.  This  judg- 
ment was  reversed  by  the  Department,  and  it  was  held  that 

lasting  improvements  have  been  made  on  the  land  embraced  in  the  mill-site,  indi- 
cating good  faith.  There  is  more  than  the  mere  use  of  water — the  mill-site  is 
imi)roved  and  used,  as  above  seen,  in  connection  with  the  mine. 

Again,  in  Satisfaction  Extension  Mill-Site  (14  L.  D.,  173),  it  was  said: 

As  it  appears  that  the  applicant  owns  two  houses  on  said  mill-site  occupied  by 
his  employees  for  puri>oses  in  connection  with  said  mill,  he  uses  the  land  for  mining 
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or  milling  purposes  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  as  above  construed.  The 
erection  of  dwelling  bouses  on  the  mill-site  is  clearly  a  very  substantial  use  and 
improvement  of  the  land.  They  become  a  part  of  the  realty,  and  would  pass  by  a 
couTeyance  of  the  real  estate,  and  when  such  houses  are  erected  for  workmen 
employed  in  connection  with  the  mill,  the  land  is  used  for  milling  purposes. 

These  citations  are  sufficient  to  indicate  that  the  improvements  on 
the  Eclipse  Mill-site  are  ample  to  bring  it  witbin  contemplation  of  the 
statute* 

As  applied  to  the  case  at  bar,  where  good  faith  is  manifest,  the 
improvements  sufficient,  and  there  are  no  adverse  rights,  it  seems  to 
me  that  this  section  should  not  be  given  a  mandatory  interpretation. 
The  statute  reads  that  the  "surface- ground  may  be  embraced  and 
included  in  an  application  for  a  patent  for  such  vein  or  lode,  and  the 
same  may  be  patented  therewith/'  This  language  is  purely  directory, 
or  permissive. 

In  this  case  the  owner  of  the  Eclipse  lode  did  not  locate  his  mill-site 
until  after  his  application  for  a  patent  for  the  lode  claim.  It  seems  to 
me  that  it  comes  equally  within  the  spirit  of  the  statute  if  the  mill-site 
be  located  after  the  lode  claim  is  patented.  As  said  by  Mr.  Secretary 
Lamar,  in  the  Lennig  case,  -^the  manifest  intention  of  Congress  was 
to  grant  an  additional  tract  to  a  person"  for  use  in  connection  with 
the  lode.  It  is  not  difficult  to  conceive  how  exploration  and  develop- 
ment after  patent  of  the  lode  claim  might  make  it  absolutely  necessary 
to  have  additional  surface- ground  for  the  economical  and  practical 
working  of  the  lode,  and  where  there  is  good  faith  apparent  there  can 
be  no  objection,  in  my  judgment,  in  permitting  the  entry. 

Your  judgment  is,  therefore,  reversed,  and  the  Eclipse  mill-site  entry 
will  be  passed  to  patent. 


MIL.L.X:  LAC  INDIAX  LAXI>S— ACT  OF  JANUARY  14,   1889. 

Peter  Dhalin, 

The  Mill^L&c  Indian  lands  are  not  subject  to  disposal  under  the  general  homestead 
law,  but  under  the  special  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14,  1889. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  April 

J24,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

On  October  15, 1894,  Peter  Dhalin  filed  his  application  to  enter  under 
the  general  homestead  law  the  W.  J  of  the  KW.  J,  the  NE.  J  of  the 
XW.  J,  and  the  NW.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  24,  T,  42  N.,  E.  26  W., 
St.  Cloud,  Minnesota,  land  district. 

This  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  for  the  reason  that 

the  tract  lies  within  the  so-called  Mille  Lac  Indian  reservation  and  is  not  subject  to 
disposal  except  as  provided  by  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  January  14,  1889 
(25  Stat.,  &I2). 

I  On  appeal  your  office  by  letter  of  December  17, 1894,  affirmed  the 
action  of  the  register  and  receiver,  whereupon  Dhalin  filed  further 
appeal  to  the  Department. 
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The  act  of  July  4, 1884  (23  Stat.,  89),  provided  that  the  lands  iucluded 
in  the  former  Mille  Lac  Indian  reservation  should  not  be  patented  or 
disposed  of  in  any  manner  until  further  legislation  by  Congress.  The 
only  further  legislation  since  that  time  that  could  be  held  to  apply  to 
the  Mille  Lac  lands  is  (with  the  exception  of  the  special  act  of  December 
19, 1893,  confirming  certain  entries,)  the  act  of  January  14,  1889.  If 
that  act  does  not  apply  to  the  Mille  Lac  lands — if  it  be  held  that  said 
lands  were  not  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act  a  "reservatiou" 
within  the  plain  meaning  and  intent  of  Congress — then  the  suspension 
created  by  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  is  still  in  force,  and  those  lands  are 
not  now  subject  to  disposition  under  any  law.  If  that  act  does  apply 
to  the  Mille  Lac  lands  and  relieve  the  suspension,  then  the  special  pro- 
visions of  said  act  in  regard  to  method  of  disposition  also  apply.  In 
either  case  said  lands  are  not  now  subject  to  entry  under  the  general 
land  laws. 

In  the  case  of  Amanda  J.  Walters  et  aL  (12  L.  D.,  52),  the  Depart- 
ment held  in  regard  to  the  Mille  Lac  lands  that  the  "further  legisla- 
tion'' required  by  the  act  of  July  4, 1884,  prior  to  the  disposition  of  the 
lands  named  therein,  is  provided  by  tlie  act  of  January  14, 1889.  Sub- 
sequently, in  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  r. 
Walters  (13  L.  1).,  230),  and  the  instructions  of  April  22, 1892  (14  L.  D., 
497),  it  was  definitely  determined  that  the  lands  formerly  occupied  by 
the  Mille  Lac  Indians  are  not  subject  to  disposition  under  the  general 
land  laws,  but  under  the  special  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14, 
1889.  This  ruling  has  since  been  indirectly  confirmed  by  Congress  in 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  December  19,  1893  (28  Stat.,  576),  to  relieve 
certain  entrymen  who  had  made  entry  for  portions  of  the  Mille  Lac 
lands  under  a  former  ruling  of  the  Department  that  those  lands  were 
subject  to  entry  under  the  general  land  laws. 

Your  office  decision  is  hereby  affirmed. 


MILLE  KtVC  INDLVN  I^VNDS-CONFIRMATION— SECTION  7,  ACT  OF  MARCH 

3,  1801. 

Patrick  Fox. 

An  entry  of  MiUe  Lao  Indian  lands  made  nnder  the  fi^eueral  land  laws,  and  prior  to 
July  4,  1884,  is  protected  under  the  proviso  to  section  6,  act  of  January  14, 1889, 
with  a  view  to  its  final  disposition  under  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time  of  its 
allowance,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  such  an  entry  does  not  fall  within  the 
general  order  of  May  3,  1892,  suspending  entries  of  Mille  Lao  lands  for  which 
there  was  no  statutory  protection,  and  that  such  order  will  not  defeat  confirma- 
tion of  said  entry  under  sectiou  7,  act  of  March  3, 1891. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  Oeneral  Land  Office^  April 
(J.  I.  H.)  ^8,  1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

The  tract  involved  in  the  present  case,  viz :  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  J  and 
the  SW.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  2S,  T.  42  X.,  E.  27  W.,  St.  Cloud  (for- 
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merly  TayJor's  Falls),  Minnesota,  land  district,  is  a  portion  of  what  is 
kno\i^u  as  the  Mille  Lac  Indian  reservation. 

On  September  20, 1894,  your  office  held  for  cancellation,  on  the  report 
of  special  agent  F.  W.  Woiden,  the  cash  entry  of  Patrick  Fox,  com- 
muted March  17, 1891,  from  homestead  entry  No.  33;34,  made  March  17, 
1884,  for  the  above  described  tract,  and  directed  the  local  officers  to 
call  upon  Fox  to  show  cause  within  sixty  days  why  his  entry  should  be 
held  intact. 

Fox  appealed,  and  your  office,  on  February  2, 1895,  held  that  the 
action  of  September  20,  1894,  was  interlocutory  and  appeal  did  not  lie 
therefrom. 

Fox  thereupon  made  application  under  rules  83  and  84  of  practice  to 
have  the  record  certified  here.  The  application  was  granted  by  the 
Department  on  May  18,  1895  (20  L.  D.,  468),  and  your  office  was 
directed  to  send  up  all  the  papers  connected  with  the  case.  In  com- 
pliance with  said  order,  the  record  was  transmitted  here  on  May  31, 
1895. 

In  order  to  a  clear  understanding  of  the  case,  a  brief  preliminary 
aceount  of  the  Mille  Lac  Indian  lands  will  be  necessary. 

The  Mille  Lac  Indians  are  a  band  of  the  Chippewas,  and  the  ''Mille 
Lac  Indian  reservation  "  in  Minnesota  was  created  by  treaty  concluded 
February  22,  1855  (10  Stat.,  1165).  The  lands  embraced  in  said  reser- 
vation were  set  apart  by  said  treaty  as  a  permanent  home  for  the  Mille 
Lac  Indians,  but  subsequently,  by  treaties  of  March  11,  1863  (12  Stat., 
1249),  and  May  7, 1864  (13  Stat.,  695),  this  reservation  and  others  estab- 
lished by  the  treaty  of  1855  were  ceded  to  the  United  States,  other 
lands  being  reserved  for  said  Indians  in  lieu  of  those  ceded. 

In  both  the  treaty  of  March  11,  1863,  and  the  subsequent  treaty  of 
May  7,  1864,  it  was  provided: 

That  owing  to  the  heretofore  good  conduct  of  the  MiHe  Lac  IndiaDS^  they  shall  not 
)>e  compelled  to  remove  60  long  as  they  shall  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  or  in  any 
manner  molest  the  persons  or  property  of  the  whites. 

The  question  then  arose  as  to  whether  this  proviso  excluded  said 
lands  from  sale  and  disposal  by  the  United  States.  Secretary  Chandler 
held,  in  the  case  of  Frank  W.  Folsom  (decided  March  1,  1877,  but  not 
reported),  that  it  did  not,  but  Secretary  Schurz  took  a  different  view 
of  the  matter,  and  by  letter  of  May  10,  1879,  directed  the  cancellation 
of  entries  for  these  lands,  which  had  been  allowed  in  large  numbers 
under  the  decision  in  the  Folsoni  case. 

Subsequently,  Secretary  Teller,  by  letter  of  May  10, 1882,  stated  that 
he  felt  "constrained  to  substantially  adhere  to  the  decision  made  by 
Secretary  Chandler  in  the  Folsom  case,"  and  on  August  7, 1882,  directed 
the  reinstatement  of  the  entries  canceled  by  order  of  Secretary  Schurz. 
Many  of  these  entries  were  reinstated  and  new  entries  were  allowed, 
among  the  latter  being  the  entry  involved  in  the  present  case,  that  of 
Patrick  Fox,  made  March  17, 1884. 
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March  21,  1884,  Congress  called  on  this  Department  for  a  report  as 
to  the  status  of  the  Mille  Lac  lands,  and  in  view  of  the  condition  of 
aflfairs  disclosed,  provided  by  the  act  of  July  4, 1884  (23  Stat.,  89),  that 
said  lands  ^'  shall  not  be  patented  or  disposed  of  in  any  manner  until 
further  legislation  by  Congress.'' 

By  this  act  Congress  did  not  uuderts^e  to  annul  or  set  aside  entries  made  on  said 
lands  or  divest  rights  (if  any)  acquired  therein,  but  only  directed  that  thettaiusquo 
be  maintained  until  further  legislation.     (David  H.  Bobbins,  10  L.  D.,  3.) 

On  January  14, 1889,  Congress  passed  "An  act  for  the  relief  and 
civilization  of  the  Chippewa  Indians  in  the  State  of  Minnesota"  (25 
Stat,  642).  The  first  section  of  said  act  authorizes  and  directs  the 
President  to  appoint  three  Commissioners, 

'whose  duty  it  shall  be,  as  soon  as  practicable  after  their  appointment,  to  negotiate 
with  all  the  different  bands  or  tribes  of  Chippewa  Indians  in  the  State  of  Minnesota 
for  the  complete  cession  and  relinquishment  in  writing  of  all  their  title  and  interest 
in  and  to  all  the  reservations  of  said  Indians  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  except  the 
White  Earth  and  Red  Lake  reservations. 

Provision  is  then  made  in  subsequent  sections  for  the  survey  of  the 
ceded  lands,  their  division  into  ^<  pine"  and  '^  agricultural"  lands,  and 
the  manner  of  their  disposal.  Section  6,  in  regard  to  agricultural 
lands,  directs  that 

the  said  agricultural  lands  so  surveyed,  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  United  States  to 
actual  settlers  only  under  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law :  Provided^  That  each 
settler  under  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  said  homestead  laws  shall  pay 
to  the  United  States  for  the  land  so  taken  by  him  the  sum  of  one  dollar  and  twenty- 
five  cents  for  each  and  every  acre,  in  five  equal  annual  payments,  and  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  a  patent  therefor  only  at  the  expiration  of  five  years  from  the  date  of  entry, 
according  to  said  homestead  laws,  and  after  the  full  payment  of  said  one  dollar  and 
twenty-five  cents  per  acre  therefor,  and  due  proof  of  occupancy  for  said  period  of 
five  years ;  and  any  conveyance  of  said  lands  so  taken  as  a  homestea<l,  or  any  con- 
tract touching  the  same,  prior  to  the  date  of  final  entry,  shall  be  null  and  void: 
Provided  J  That  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  held  to  authorize  the  sale  or  other  disposal 
under  its  provision  of  any  tract  upon  which  there  is  a  subsisting,  valid,  pre-emption 
or  homestead  entry,  but  any  such  entry  shall  be  proceded  with  under  the  regulations 
and  decisions  in  force  at  the  date  of  its  allowance,  and  if  found  regular  and  valid, 
patents  shall  issue  thereon. 

Xo  specific  mention  is  made  in  this  act  of  the  Mille  Lac  Indians  and 
the  lands  occupied  by  them,  which,  as  was  stated  above,  were  ceded 
to  the  United  States  in  1863.  However,  the  Mille  Lacs  were  treated 
with  under  said  act  and  they  formally  relinquished  any  and  all  right 
of  occupancy  that  they  possessed  upon  the  lands  inhabited  by  them 
and  removed  to  the  White  Earth  reservation. 

In  the  case  of  Amanda  J.  Walters  et  al.  (12  L.  D.,  52),  decided  by 
the  Department  on  January  9, 1891,  it  was  held  (syllabus),  that 

the  ''further  legislation '^  required  by  the  act  of  July  4, 1884,  prior  to  the  disposition 
of  the  lands  named  therein,  is  provided  by  the  act  of  January  14,  1889,  and  such 
legislation  is  now  operative,  as  the  cession  of  the  Indians'  right  of  occupancy  has 
been  obtained,  and  received  the  approval  of  the  President. 
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It  was  also  held  in  said  case, 

that  the  land  in  question  was  not  a  reservation  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  It 
was  ceded  in  1863,  it  had  been  declared  open  to  entry  by  successive  decisions  from 
the  Department  under  the  regulations  of  the  Land  Ofiice,  and  was  the  very  land 
referred  to  and  intended  to  he  covered  hy  the  proviso  to  section  6. 

Your  office  being  in  doubt^  in  view  of  the  decision  in  the  Walters 
case,  as  to  whether  the  Mille  Lac  lands  were  to  be  disposed  of  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14^  1889,  or  as  other  public  lands 
under  the  general  laws,  asked  for  instructions,  and  on  January  21, 1891, 
was  advised  by  the  Department  that  the  Mille  Lac  lands  should  be 
disi>osed  of  as  other  public  lands  under  the  general  laws. 

Following  this  ruling  of  the  Department,  a  number  of  entries  were 
allowed  for  the  Mille  Lac  lands  under  the  general  homestead  and  pre- 
emption laws. 

On  September  3, 1891,  the  question  as  to  the  status  of  the  Mille  Lac 
lands  again  came  before  the  Department  in  the  case  of  the  ]S'orthern 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company  v.  Walters  (13  L.  D.,  230),  and  it  was  then 
held  that  said  lands  were  to  be  disposed  of  under  the  special  provisions 
of  the  act  of  January  14, 1889. 

In  reply  to  your  office  letter  of  March  12,  1892,  calling  attention  to 
departmental  letter  of  January  21, 1891,  and  the  entries  allowed  in 
accordance  therewith,  you  were  informed  by  letter  of  April  22, 1892 
(14  L.  D.,  497),  that  the  decision  of  September  3, 1891,  in  the  above 
cited  case,  being  the  later  expression  of  the  Department,  must  prevail, 
and  that  the  lands  formerly  occupied  by  the  Mille  Lac  Indians  are  not 
subject  to  disposition  under  the  general  land  laws,  but  under  the  sjje- 
cial  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14,  1889. 

In  view,  however,  of  the  hardship  that  would  have  resulted  had  the 
entries  made  subsequent  to  the  decision  in  the  Walters  case,  under  the 
general  laws,  been  canceled  outright,  or  payment  for  the  land  demanded 
from  the  entrymen  under  the  act  of  January  14, 1889,  your  office  issued 
a  general  order  on  May  3, 1892,  suspending  those  entries,  and  the  mat- 
ter was  referred  to  Congress. 

On  December  19, 1893,  Congress  passed  an  act  for  the  relief  of  those 
parties  who  had  been  misled  by  the  decision  in  the  Walters  case  and 
the  instructions  of  January  21, 1891.  This  act  {2S  Stat.,  576),  reads  as 
follows: 

That  aU  hona  fide  pre-emption  or  homestead  tilings  or  entries  allowed  for  lands 
within  the  Mille  Lac  Indian  Reservation  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  between  the 
ninth  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety  one,  the  date  of  the  decision  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  holding  that  the  lands  within  said  reservation  were 
subject  to  disposal  as  other  public  lands  under  the  general  laud  laws,  aud  the  date 
of  the  receipt  at  the  district  land  office  at  Taylor's  Falls,  in  that  State,  of  the  letter 
from  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  communicating  to  them  the 
decision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  April  twenty  second,  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety  two,  in  which  it  was  definitely  determined  that  said  lands  were  not  so 
subject  to  disposal,  but  could  only  be  disposed  of  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
special  act  of  Jannary  fourteenth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty  nine  (twenty  five 
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Statntes,  six  hundred  and  forty  two),  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  confimidd  where 
regular  in  other  respecta,  and  patent  shall  issue  to  the  claimants  for  the  land 
embraced  therein,  as  in  other  cases,  on  a  satisfactory  showing  of  a  bona  fide  com- 
pliance on  their  part  with  the  requirements  of  the  laws  under  which  said  filings  and 
entries  were  respectively  allowed. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  above  resume  of  the  varions  actions  in  regard 
to  the  Mille  Lac  lands  that  there  are  three  classes  of  entries  or  filings 
on  those  lands;  first,  entries  or  filings  made  prior  to  July  4,  liSSi, 
which  are  to  be  proceeded  with  under  the  general  land  laws:  secoud, 
entries  or  filings  allowed  under  the  general  land  laws  between  January 
9, 1891,  and  the  date  of  the  receipt  at  the  district  land  oflice  at  Tay- 
lor's Falls  of  the  letter  from  your  office  communicating  to  the  register 
or  receiver  departmental  decision  of  April  22,  1892,  which  are  to  be 
adjudicated  with  reference  to  the  special  act  of  December  19,  1893; 
and  third,  entries  allowed  under  the  special  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January  14, 1889. 

Fox'  original  entry  was  made,  as  has  been  stated  above,  on  March  17, 
1884,  under  the  general  homestead  law.  March  17, 1891,  it  was  com- 
muted to  cash,  final  certificate  was  issued  June  27, 1891,  and  on  Janu- 
ary 9, 1892,  your  office  approved  said  entry  for  patent. 

February  23, 1894,  an  investigation  as  to  this  claim  was  ordered  by 
your  office,  and  as  a  result  of  that  investigation  the  entry  was  held  for 
cancellation. 

It  is  contended  by  Fox  that  as  more  than  two  years  from  date  of 
final  certificate  had  elapsed  before  proceedings  were  begun  against  bis 
entry  by  your  office,  said  entry  was  confirmed  under  the  seventh  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

Your  office  held,  in  the  decision  which  it  is  sought  to  have  reversed, 
that  the  general  order  of  sus])ension  from  your  office  on  May  3, 1892, 
was  such  a  "proceeding"  against  said  entry  as  excepted  it  from  the 
confirmatory  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  error  made  by  your  office  was  in  considering 
Fox'  entry  as  on  the  same  footing  with  original  entries  made  under  the 
general  land  laws  subsequent  to  January  9,  1891,  the  date  of  the 
decision  in  the  Walters  case. 

Fox'  cash  entry  is  based  on  his  homestead  entry,  which  was  made 
March  17, 1884,  under  the  general  homestead  law.  The  act  of  January 
14, 1889,  expressly  provides  that  ''any  such  entry  shall  be  proceeded 
with  under  the  regulations  and  decisions  in  force  at  the  date  of  its 
allowance.'' 

The  right  to  commute  after  a  certain  period  of  residence  and  cultiva- 
tion is  one  enjoyed  by  the  general  homesteader  and  that  right  was  not 
taken  away  from  Fox  by  the  act  above  referred  to.  On  the  contrary, 
it  was  inferentially  confirmed.  He  was  strictly  within  his  right,  there- 
fore, when  he  commuted  his  entry  to  cash  on  March  17, 1891. 

The  general  order  of  suspension  from  your  office  on  May  3, 1892,  and 
the  act  of  December  19, 1893,  were  intended  to  affect,  and  did  aflfect, 
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only  the  second  class  of  entries  for  the  Mille  Lac  lands,  viz.,  original 
entries  allowed  under  the  general  laud  laws  between  January  9,  1891, 
and  the  date  of  the  receipt  at  the  district  land  oflBce  of  the  letter  froip 
your  office  communicating  departmental  decision  of  April  22,  1892. 
Those  entries  were  made  under  a  mistaken  construction  of  law  and  had 
to  be  referred  to  Congress  for  conditional  confirmation. 

Fox'  cash  entry  stood  on  an  entirely  different  footing.  It  was  made 
under  authority  of  law,  and  did  not  need  to  be  referred  to  Congress  for 
confirmation.  It  was  not  affected  or  covered  by  the  order  of  May  3, 
1892,  from  your  office,  and  the  act  of  December  19,  1893. 

It  follows  that  there  was  no  proceeding  against  said  entry  b.y  your 
office  until  February  23, 1894,  when  an  investigation  was  ordered.  At 
that  time  more  than  two  years  from  date  of  final  receipt  and  certificate 
had  elapsed. 

It  must  accordingly  be  held  that  said  entry  had  become  confirmed 
under  the  proviso  to  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891, 

Your  office  decision  is  reversed,  and  the  entry  will  be  passed  to 
patent. 


OKLAHOMA  TO^VX  LOTS-SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

Avery  et  al.  r.  Freeman  et  al. 

An  inconspicuous  stake  neither  on  a  corner  nor  line  of  a  town  lot  is  not  such  eri- 
dence  of  settleuient  and  appropriation  thereof  as  to  defeat  a  subsequent  settle- 
ment right  acquired  without  actual  notice  of  the  prior  settlement  claim. 

Wliile  it  is  lawful  to  issue  a  joint  deed  to  a  town  lot  for  the  protectiou  of  separate 
interests  such  recognition  should  not  be  accorded  an  adverse  occupant  whose 
possession  is  secured  through  fraud  and  violence. 

The  survey  of  a  townsite  and  approval  of  the  plat  effectually  divests  all  prior  set- 
tlement rights  asserted  by  lot  claimants  to  land  that  may  be  included  in  streets 
and  alleys,  and  no  authority  exists  in  the  trustees  to  deed  land  thus  dedicated  to 
the  public  use. 

Secretary  Smiih  to  the  Commisnioner  of  the  Oeiieral  Land  Office^  April 
(J.  I.  H.)  28^  IsifG.  (C.  J.  W.) 

This  case  came  here  on  appeal  from  your  office  decision  and  was  con- 
sidered on  June  12,  1895,  and  your  office  decision  with  slight  modifica- 
tion was  approved.  Avery  and  Meyers  have  moved  for  review  of  said 
departmental  decision,  and  as  counsel  both  for  and  against  the  motion 
bave  been  heard,  the  motion  will  be  considered  without  the  usual  order 
that  it  be  entertained. 

The  motion  presents  two  well  defined  objections  to  the  decision  com- 
plained of,  one  of  these  objections  presenting  a  question  of  fact  to  be 
settled  by  reference  to  the  record,  and  the  other  a  question  of  law. 
The  question  of  fact  is  as  to  the  time  at  which  the  parties  performed 
acts  of  settlement  on  lot  12,  as  now  surveyed.    I  find  on  examination 
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of  the  decision  of  the  townsite  board,  that  while  there  was  a  majority 
and  minority  report,  so  far  as  they  refer  to  the  time  of  Avery's  settle- 
ment, they  agree  upon  the  general  proposition  that  he  arrived  at 
Guthrie  not  later  than  1.25  o'clock  P.  M.,  and  that  he  went  withoat 
delay  to  the  open  ground  upon  which  he  staked  out  his  claim.  They 
do  not  undertake  to  state  the  precise  time  of  the  arrival  of  Freeman 
and  Carter. 
In  reference  to  the  time  of  their  arrival  they  say: 

From  the  testimony  it  is  clear  that  claimants  Freeman  and  Carter  were  each  npon 
the  ground  early  in  the  afternoon  of  April  22, 1889^  and  that  their  location  was  earlier 
than  any  other  claimant  unless  the  action  of  Avery  hereinafter  to  be  more  particu- 
larly specified  coustitnted  some  claim  to  lot  12,  the  lot  in  controversy. 

This  seems  to  indicate  that  the  board  was  of  opinion  that  Avery  ^nras 
nx)onsome  part  of  the  land  embraced  in  his  claim  at  an  earlier  moment 
than  Freeman's  arrival  on  lot  12.  In  your  office  decision  of  April  17, 
1894,  there  is  no  sx>ecific  finding  as  to  the  time  of  arrival  of  the  different 
parties  on  the  day  of  the  opening.  In  the  decision  under  review  the 
Department  found  that  Freeman  arrived  by  train  at  2  o'clock  and  went 
immediately  to  the  west  half  of  lot  12  and  staked  it,  and  that  Carter 
reached  there  about  3  o'clock  and  staked  the  east  half  of  the  same  lot. 
There  is  no  S}>ecific  finding  as  to  the  hour  of  Avery's  arrival  on  his 
claim,  but  in  the  body  of  the  opinion  it  is  said, — "  The  proof  clearly 
shows  that  Freeman  and  Carter  were  the  first  occupants  of  lot  12; 
that  they  made  valuable  improvements  on  it  and  maintained  their 
occupancy." 

I  have  examined  the  voluminous  record  of  evidence,  and  am  of  opin- 
ion that  Avery  reached  some  part  of  the  claim  staked  by  him  as  early 
as  ten  minutes  before  2  o'clock,  and  that  he  was  somewhere  on  his  claim 
in  advance  of  Freeman's  arrival  on  lot  12.  While  some  of  the  wit- 
nesses testify  that  Avery's  tent  was  erected  on  lot  12, 1  think  the  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence  shows  that  either  it  was  never  on  lot  12,  or 
if  so,  was  moved  off  in  a  short  time.  Meyers,  his  co-claimant,  testifies 
(pages  42  to  43  of  record),  that  Avery's  tent  was  partly  in  the  street 
and  partly  on  lot  13.  That  before  the  survey  it  was  entirely  in  the 
street.  The  only  act  of  settlement  by  Avery  on  lot  12,  made  on  the 
day  of  the  opening,  which  is  shown  with  any  clearness  was  the  driving 
of  one  stake  on  this  lot,  which  was  intended  to  indicate  the  northeast 
corner  of  his  staked  claim.  The  business  house  of  Avery  and  Meyer.^, 
located  on  the  southwest  corner  of  lot  12,  was  erected  somewhere  firom 
the  10th  to  14th  of  May.  They  have  occupied  it  from  that  time  and  still 
occupy  it.  Since  that  time  they  have  cut  off  and  occupy  about  forty 
feet  of  the  south  end  of  said  lot  including  said  building.  It  is  appar- 
ent that,  unless  the  driving  of  said  stake  on  lot  12  immediately  after  his 
arrival  on  the  22d  is  held  to  be  an  act  of  settlement,  sufficient  to  give 
notice  that  he  was  claiming  that  lot,  Avery  could  not  be  held  to  have 
settled  or  occupied  it  before  Freeman  and  Carter,  who  placed  thereon 
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plain  and  visible  marks  of  improvement  and  settlement  ou  the  after- 
noon of  the  22d. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  inconspicuous  stake,  neither  on  a 
comer  nor  line  of  the  lot  was  not  such  evidence  of  settlement  and 
appropriation,  as  to  defeat  the  settlement  of  Freeman  and  Carter,  who 
had  no  actual  notice  that  Avery  claimed  it,  and  that  upon  their  occu- 
pancy of  part  of  the  lot,  their  rights  became  paramount  as  to  the 
whole  lot,  subject  only  to  the  qualification  that  they  should  improve  it, 
and  continue  their  occupancy  to  the  time  of  its  entry  for  townsite  pur- 
poses. The  townsite  entry  which  embra<;es  this  lot  was  made  August 
2, 1800.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  at  this  date  Avery  and  Meyers  were 
actual  occupants  of  the  south  forty  feet  of  said  lot,  and  unless  such 
occnpancy  is  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  Carter  and  Freeman,  they  are 
entitled  to  that  part  of  the  lot  so  actually  occupied  by  them,  and  in 
that  event,  Carter,  Freeman,  Avery  and  Meyers  would  be  entitled  to  a 
joint  deed  for  the  whole  loC,  in  which  their  respective  interest  should 
be  described.  While  it  was  held  in  the  case  of  McGrath  et  ah,  20  L.  D., 
543,  that, — the  execution  of  deeds  to  fractional  parts  of  surveyed  and 
numbered  lots  is  not  authorized, — it  does  not  follow  that  there  can  be 
no  recognition  of  the  interests  of  more  than  one  occupant  of  the  same 
lot.     Sec.  2387,  Keviseil  Statutes,  provides — 

That  whenever  any  portion  of  the  puhlic  lands  have  heen  or  may  bo  settled  upon 
and  occapied  as  a  townsite,  not  subject  to  entry  under  the  agricultural  x)re-emption 
laws,  it  is  lawful  in  case  such  town  be  incorporated,  for  the  corporate  authorities 
thereof,  and  if  not  incorporated  for  the  judge  of  tbe  county  court  for  the  county  in 
which  said  land  is  situated  to  enter  at  the  proper  land  office,  and  at  the  minimum 
price,  the  land  so  settled  nnd  occupied,  in  trust  for  the  several  une  and  benefit  of  the 
occupants  thereof,  according  to  their  respective  interests;  the  execution  of  which 
tmst,  as  to  the  disposal  of  the  lots  in  such  town,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sales 
thereof,  to  bo  condncted  under  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  legis- 
lative authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  same  may  be  situated. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1890,  (26  Stat.,  109),  pro- 
viding for  townsite  entries  of  lands  in  Oklahoma,  it  is  provided  that 
the  entries  may  be  made  by  the  trustees  to  be  appointed  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  the  entry  to  be  made  as  near  as  may  be  under  the 
provisions  of  Sec.  2387,  supra,  and  that  after  such  entry,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  provide  regulations  for  the  proper  execution  of 
the  trust  by  such  trustees.  Under  this  authority  to  i)rovide  regula- 
tions for  the  execution  of  the  trust,  it  is  lawful  to  provide  that  the 
title  to  such  surveyed  lot  shall  pass  by  one  deed,  but  not  in  such  way 
as  to  defeat  the  interest  of  an  actual  bona  fide  occupant  at  the  date  of 
the  entry,  where  there  is  more  than  one  such  occupant  of  the  lot,  but 
in  such  case  the  deed  should  be  joint,  to  the  several  occupants.  Where 
more  than  one  occupant  is  upon  the  same  lot  at  the  date  of  the  entry, 
they  are  not  to  be  treated  as  joint  occupants  if  the  occupancy  of  any 
one  or  more  of  them  is  shown  to  be  the  result  of  fraud  or  force  as 
against  the  rights  of  a  bona  fide  occupant  of  the  same.    It  becomes 
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necessary  to  inquire  wlietlier  or  not  Avery  ami  Meyers,  who  were  actaal 
occupants  of  lot  12,  with  Freeman  and  Carter,  at  the  date  of  the  town- 
site  entry,  were  such  occupants  by  permission  of  Freeman  and  Carter, 
or  occupants  in  their  own  right  under  such  circumstances  as  will  estop 
Freeman  and  Carter  from  asserting  their  rights  of  prior  settlement,  so 
as  to  include  in  their  claim  that  part  of  the  lot  covered  by  the  improve- 
ments of  Avery  and  Meyers.  Starting  with  the  proposition  that  Car- 
ter and  Freeman  were  settlers  upon  lot  12  on  the  day  of  the  opening 
and  in  advance  of  either  of  the  other  parties,  it  follows  that  the  visible 
acts  of  settlement  performed  by  them  uiK)n  a  part  of  the  lot  operated 
as  notice  of  their  claim  to  the  whole  lot,  Jind  was  sufficient  to  shut  it 
off  from  rightful  occupancy  by  another.  The  evidence  shows  that  they 
claimed  the  whole  lot,  and  that  Carter  as  soon  at  he  could  get  lumber 
laid  a  platform  or  foundation  for  a  building  on  the  end  of  the  lot  now 
occupied  by  Meyers  and  Avery,  but  that  the  same  was  stolen  and  pri- 
vately removed  without  his  knawledge.  The  fence  built  by  Avery 
cutting  off  part  of  the  lot  was  built  privately  in  the  night  time;  the 
erection  of  the  shoe  store  on  the  corner  of  the  lot  in  May  was  in  the 
fice  of  actual  notice  of  the  claim  of  the  other  parties.  While  it  is 
difficult  to  account  for  the  quiet  manner  in  which  Freeman  and  Carter 
submitted  to  these  acts  of  trespass  upon  the  lot,  and  the  mildness  of 
their  prote-^t  against  it,  I  am  of  opinion  from  the  whole  testimony  that 
the  acts  of  Avery  and  Meyers  so  far  as  they  relate  to  occupancy  of  lot 
12,  partake  of  the  nature  of  both  force  and  fraud,  and  that  their  occu- 
pancy does  not  under  the  circumstances  defeat  the  right  of  Freeman 
and  Carter  to  the  whole  lot.  This  would  be  sufficient  to  justify  the 
rejection  of  their  application  for  a  deed  to  the  part  of  lot  12  claimed 
by  them. 

The  question  of  law  presented  by  the  motion  for  review  remains  to 
be  considered.  The  application  of  Avery  and  Meyers  for  a  deed 
embraces  fractions  of  different  town  lots,  and  part  of  a  street  and 
alley,  and  ignores  the  survey  and  platting  of  the  town  into  lots,  streets 
and  alley.  The  application  is  for  the  tract  as  staked  and  marked  by 
them  at  the  time  of  settlement,  and  their  insistence  is,  that  their  set- 
tlement rights  attached  to  the  whole  tract  as  staked,  without  reference 
to  the  subsequent  i)latting,  and  that  a  visible  act  of  settlement  upon 
any  part  of  it,  even  in  a  street,  would  extend  to  the  whole  tract. 

The  right  to  settle  upon  the  public  domain  for  several  distinct  pur- 
poses is  recognized.  Such  rights  depend  to  some  extent  upon  the 
purpose  for  which  the  settlement  is  made.  It  is  i)erfectly  apparent 
that  Avery  and  Meyers  did  not  make  their  settlement  for  ordinary  home- 
stead purposes,  but  for  business  purposes  to  be  carried  on  in  a  prospec- 
tive town.  The  proposition  insisted  upon  by  the  movants  was  passed 
upon  by  the  supreme  court  of  Oklahoma,  in  the  case  of  the  City  of 
Guthrie  r.  Beamer,  in  an  action  brought  by  Beamer  against  the  board 
of  townsite  trustees  and  the  City  of  Guthrie  to  compel  a  conveyance  U> 
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him  by  said  trnstees  of  a  parcel  of  ground  embraced  within  the  town- 
site  of  Guthrie  and  located  on  a  portion  of  the  tract  laid  out  and  used 

for  a  i)ublic  street  in  said  city.    The  supreme  court,  in  passing  upon 
said  case,  say : 

The  right  of  Congress  to  dispose  of  the  public  hinds  is  a  powor  grauted  by  the 
constitution  and  every  person  who  luitiates  a  claim  to  a  portion  of  the  ]>nhllc  domain 
takes  such  right  subject  to  this  power  of  Congress;  and  such  power  of  disposal  con- 
tinues until  the  United  States  has  estopped  herself  to  divest  such  right  by  accept- 
ing something  of  value  from  the  claimant  and'  permitting  an  entry  of  the  land  at 
the  proper  land  office.  When  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  trustees  appointed 
by  him,  under  his  instructions,  adopted  and  approved  the  plat  of  the  town  site  of 
Guthrie,  which  the  inhabitants  had  made  long  prior  to  tho  entry  of  the  land  by  the 
trustees,  the  lands  designated  as  public  streets  on  such  plat,  were  dedicated  to 
the  public  use;  and  tho  act  of  Congress  and  the  action  of  the  Secretary  under  the 
power  vested  in  him  by  said  act,  had  the  effect  to  divest  any  individual  interest  that 
might  have  been  asserted  to  such  portion  of  said  land,  and  Bcamer  has  no  rights  or 
interest  in  the  public  streets,  which  can  be  conveyed  to  him,  by  tho  trustees.  (Pac. 
Eep.,  Vol.  41,  p. 647). 

The  power  of  Congress  to  dispose  of  the  public  domain  being  a  con- 
stitutional power,  one  who  merely  settled  upon  it  of  his  own  motion, 
without  proceeding  through  the  proper  land  office  does  not  thereby 
acquire  any  vested  right  which  will  estop  Congress  from  dedicating 
any  part  of  it  to  public  use,  as  for  a  street  in  a  town,  but  such  right  is 
subordinate  to  this  power  of  dedication  from  its  inception  and  is  taken 
subject  to  it.  The  case  of  the  Kansas  Pac.  R.  li.  Co.  t\  Dunmeyer  (113 
U.  S.,  029),  presents  strongly  the  rights  of  settlers,  but  it  is  therein 
decided  that  they  do  not  attach  to  the  land  so  as  to  bind  the  law  mak- 
ing power,  except  by  a  proceeding  through  the  proper  land  office,  that 
is  by  a  formal  entry  allowed. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  May  14, 1890,  empowered  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  prescribe  the  rules  and  regulations  for  the  survey  of  lands 
occupied  for  townsite  purposes  into  lots,  blocks  and  alleys,  or  through 
the  trustees  to  adopt  any  survey  and  plat  which  had  previously  been 
made  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  townsites.  In  this  instance  a  survey 
and  plat,  made  by  the  inhabitants  of  Guthrie  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  May  14,  1890,  was  after  the  passage  of  said  act  adopted  and 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  after  its  adoption  and 
approval,  any  right  which  Avery  and  IMeyers,  or  either  of  them,  may 
have  had  by  reason  of  their  settlement  made  before  the  survey  to  any 
part  of  a  street  or  alley  was  divested.  That  the  trustees  have  no  power 
to  deed  a  lot  before  the  tract  has  been  surveyed  and  platted  into  lots, 
blocks,  streets  and  alleys,  and  that  they  have  no  power  to  deed  any 
part  of  streets  or  alleys  after  such  survey,  was  decided  in  the  case  of 
McGrath  et  aZ.,  20  L.  D.,  543,  before  quoted. 

No  reason  is  presented  which  requires  that  the  rule  therein  announced 
shall  be  changed,  and  the  decision  under  review  is  accordingly  reaf- 
firmed. 


510  DECISIONS  E£LATINQ   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

SCHOOL.  GR^VXT— LANDS  OF  KXOYTX  MINERAL  CHARACTER. 

Frees  et  al.  r.  The  State  of  Colorado. 

Outcropping  surface  veins  of  coal  on  a  school  section  are  not  sufficient,  in  tlie  absence 
of  evidence  ns  to  the  actual  value  of  the  deposit,  to  establish  the  known  mineral 
character  of  the  land,  and  except  it  from  the  operation  of  the  school  grant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  April 

28,  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  for  a  decision  of  the  issue  in  this  contest 
to  recapitulate  all  the  record  history  of  the  tract  involved  in  this  con- 
troversy. SuflSce  it  to  say  that  Benjamin  M.  Frees  and  three  other 
persons  filed  application  to  purchase  as  coal  laud  Sec.  36,  T.  31  S.,  R. 
65  W,,  Pueblo,  Colorado,  land  district,  July  28, 1891.  The  local  office 
refused  this  application  because  the  land  had  been  declared  to  belong 
to  the  State  as  school  land.  On  appeal  your  office  reversed  this  action, 
and  the  Department,  by  decision  of  July  7, 1893  (L.  &  B.,  269,  p.  3G5), 
denied  an  application  for  certiorari  on  behalf  of  the  State  and  thus 
affirmed  your  office  judgment,  ordering  a  hearing  to  determine  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  tract  in  controversy  *' was  of  known  mineral 
character  prior  to  and  at  the  date  of  the  admission  of  the  State  to  the 
Union." 

A  hearing  was  accordingly  had  before  the  local  officers,  and  as  a 
result  they  found  that  the  contestants  had  failed  to  prove  their  claim 
that  the  section  "was  known  mineral  land  Aug.  1, 1876." 

On  appeal  your  office  by  letter  of  February  14, 1895,  affirmed,  the 
judgment  below.  WhereuiK)n  the  mineral  claimants  prosecute  this 
appeal. 

From  an  examination  of  the  voluminous  record  I  fully  concur  in  the 
judgments  below. 

It  may  be  added  that  it  is  not  at  all  certain  from  the  testimony 
whether  any  coal  was  known  to  exist  on  Sec.  36  prior  to  August  1, 1876, 
the  date  of  the  admission  of  Colorado  to  the  Union.  But  if  all  the  testi- 
mony given  in  behalf  of  the  mineral  claimants  be  accepted  as  giving 
the  actual  condition  prior  to  that  date,  then  it  is  wholly  insufficient 
to  estiiblish  the  mineral  character  of  the  land.  The  most  that  can 
possibly  be  said  for  it  is  that  there  were  two  or  three  insignificant 
openings  on  some  surface  coal ;  the  excavations  being  sufficient  for  dem- 
onstrating whether  the  land  could  be  known  as  mineral  in  chara<-ter. 
If  it  be  conceded  that  any  coal  was  hauled  from  the  section  during 
that  period,  it  consisted  of  but  a  few  wagons  loads  taken  from  out- 
cropping surface  veins,  which  is  insufficient  to  establish  the  existence 
of  known  mines.  There  is  no  attemx)t  made  to  show  that  mines,  as 
such,  had  been  opened  capable  of  producing  coal  or  which  would 
characterize  the  section  as  mineral. 
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In  Colorado  Coal  Compauy  r.  United  States  (123  U.  S.,  307)  the 
sapreme  court,  on  page  328,  say : 

It  is  not  sufficient,  in  our  opinion,  to  constitute  ''known  mines''  of  coal,  ivithin 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  that  there  should  merely  be  indications  of  coal  beds  or 
coal  fields  of  greater  or  less  extent  and  of  greater  or  less  value,  as  shown  b}*  out- 
croppings.  The  act  of  1864  evidently  contemplates  a  distinction  between  coal  beds 
or  coal  fields  excluded  from  the  pre-emption  act  of  1841  as  ''known  mines,"  and  other 
coal  beds  or  coal  fields  not  coming  within  that  description.  We  hold,  therefore,  that 
to  constitute  the  exemption  contemplated  by  the  pre-emption  act  under  the  head  of 
"known  mines,''  there  should  be  upon  the  land  ascertained  coal  deposits  of  such  an 
extent  and  value  as  to  make  the  land  more  valuable  to  be  worked  as  a  coal  mine, 
nnder  the  conditions  existing  at  the  time,  than  for  merely  agricultural  purposes. 
The  circumstance  that  there  are  surface  indications  of  the  existence  of  veins  of  coal 
doee  not  constitute  a  mine.  It  does  not  even  prove  that  the  land  will  ever  be  under 
any  conditions  sufficiently  valuable  on  account  of  its  coal  deposits  to  be  worked  as 
a  mine.  A  change  in  the  conditions  occurring  subsequently  to  the  sale,  whereby 
new  discoveries  are  made,  or  by  means  whereof  it  may  become  profitable  to  work 
the  vein  as  mines,  cannot  affe<'t  the  title  as  it  passed  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The 
question  must  be  determined  according  to  the  facts  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
sale. 

It  is  true  the  conrt  in  that  ease  discussed  the  question  of  known 
mines  as  used  in  the  pre-emption  law,  but  the  same  rule  would  apply 
to  this  case  where  the  land  passed  to  the  State  for  school  puriK)ses 
under  grant  by  the  government  at  the  date  of  its  admission. 

Your  judgment  is  therefore  aftirmed. 


HO>rESTEAI>  (  OXTKST—DEATir  OF  KXTRYMAX. 

Makem«on  r.  Snidee's  IIeies. 

The  failure  of  a  homesteader  in  his  lifetime  to  establish  residence  on  the  land,  due 
time  having  elapsed  therefor  prior  to  his  death,  and  the  subsequent  failure  of 
his  heirs  to  reside  thereon,  require  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April 
(J.  I.  H.)  J2S,  1S96.  (C.  ^^\  p.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Thomas  Makemson  r.  the  heirs  of  Bar- 
ton Snider,  deceased,  involving  the  NE.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  section  21, 
township  22  S.,  range  24  E.,  Topeka  land  district,  Kansas. 

On  October  11, 1889,  Barton  Snider  made  homestead  entry  of  said 
land. 

On  September  29, 1894,  Thomas  Makemson  filed  amended  affidavit 
of  contest,  alleging  that 

Barton  Snider  died  about  January,  1893,  and  left  surviving  him  as  his  only  heirs, 
Alen  Snider,  his  son,  William  Snider,  his  son,  John  Snider,  his  sou,  Rebecca  Stone, 
his  daughter,  and  Irene  Marlet,  his  daughter,  all  of  legal  age :  that  no  administrator 
has  ever  been  appointed  for  the  estate  of  the  said  Barton  Snider;  that  said  Barton 
Snider  and  none  of  his  heirs  or  representatives  have  ever  resided  on  said  lands  since 
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making  said  entry ;  that  said  tract  is  not  settled  upon  by  said  party  as  required  by 
law ;  that  said  Barton  Snider  and  his  heirs  aforesaid  have  never  erected  any  buildings 
on  said  lands. 

A  bearing  was  had  before  the  local  ollicers,  at  which  the  contestant 
appeared  and  submitted  proof.    The  defendants  made  default. 

Upon  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  contestant,  the  register  and 
receivers,  on  December  C,  1894,  rendered  their  decision  that  the  home- 
stead entry  of  Barton  Snider  should  be  canceled. 

From  this  decision  no  appeal  was  taken  by  tlie  defendants,  but  Avhen 
the  case  came  before  your  office  for  consideration,  your  office  reversed 
the  judgment  of  the  local  officers  under  Rule  48  of  Practice,  stating,  in 
your  office  decision,  tliat  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  ^^  although 
final  as  to  the  facts,  as  provided  by  Rule  48  of  Practice,  does  not  war- 
rant a  cancellation  of  tlie  entry." 

The  contestant  has  appealed  to  the  Dei>artment. 

The  record  shows  that  Barton  Snider  made  homestead  entry  Octo- 
ber 11, 1889;  and  the  register  and  receiver  found:  that  he  died  alwut 
the  mouth  of  December,  1892;  that  he  never  resided  on  the  land  in 
question  as  a  homestead,  and  after  his  death  none  of  his  heirs  or  legal 
representatives  resided  on  said  land  as  a  homestead;  that  it  was  rented 
out,  and  that  no  one  resided  thereon ;  that  the  land  was  used  more  as 
an  adjoining  or  separate  tract  and  no  pretense  of  its  being  a  homestead 
was  ever  made;  that  in  this  respect  the  homestead  laws  have  been 
wholly  disregarded,  and,  in  their  opinion,  the  lands  were  never  taken 
for  a  homestead. 

The  heirs  of  a  deceased  homestead  entryman,  who  has  complied 
with  the  law  up  to  the  date  of  his  death,  by  continued  cultivation  of 
the  land,  for  the  remainder  of  the  prescribed  term  of  five  years,  may 
complete  the  claim  and  receive  patent  for  the  land.  They  are  not 
required  to  reside  upon  the  land.  Tauer  f .  The  Heirs  of  Walter  A* 
Mann,  4  L.  I).,  433;  Agnew  r.  Morton,  13  L.  D.,  228. 

In  Swanson  i\  Wisoly's  Heir,  9  L.  D.,  31,  the  entry  was  made  March 
7, 1883,  and  the  entryman  died  August  26, 1883,  less  than  six  months 
after  the  entry  was  made.  It  was  not  shown  that  he  ever  settled  upon 
the  land,  but,  as  the  law  allowed  the  entryman  six  months  from  the 
date  of  entry  to  establish  residence,  and  as  the  testimony  failed  to 
show  that  the  land  was  abandoned  by  the  entryman's  heir,  but  on  the 
contrary  the  testimony  showed  that  he  had  continued  to  cultivate 
the  laud,  upon  a  contest  charging  abandonment  and  failure  to  main- 
tain residence  on  the  part  of  the  entryman  and  his  heir,  the  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  dismissing  the  contest  was  affirmed. 

In  the  case  of  Stewart  r.  Jacobs,  1  L.  D.,  636,  the  entry  was  made 
March  24, 1874,  and  the  entryman  died  June  25, 1874,  without  having 
entered  upon  or  cultivated  the  land.  The  contest,  initiated  in  Novem 
ber,  1877,  was  held  not  good  in  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  failure  of  the 
entryman  to  establish  residence  upon  the  land  prior  to  his  death,  which 
occurred  before  six  mouths  had  expired  after  entry;  but  was  sustained 
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on  account  of  the  failure  of  the  heirs  of  Jacobs  to  keep  up  a  con- 
tinuous cultivation  of  the  land  after  the  expiration  of  the  six  months. 

In  Eeid  v.  Heirs  of  Plummer,  12  L.  D.,  562^  the  contest  was  based 
upon  tbe  charge  that  Plummer  in  his  lifetime  never  established  a  resi- 
dence upon  the  land,  and  that  his  heirs  have  never  resided  upon,  culti- 
vated or  improved  the  land. 

Plummer  made  entry  September  29, 1885, 

The  testimony  showed  that  neither  the  entryman,  who  was  killed 
May  12, 1886,  nor  his  heirs,  ever  established  or  maintained  residence 
ux>on  the  land.  But  it  Waa  shown  that  Plummer  intended  to  reside 
upon  the  land,  but  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by  an  armed  mob,  and 
finally  murdered.  It  was  held  that,  under  such  circumstances,  his 
failure  to  establish  or  maintain  residence  on  the  land  was  excusable; 
that  his  son  was  not  required  to  reside  upon  the  land  after  his  father's 
death,  and  that  his  failure  to  cultivate  the  land  was  due  to  the  same 
cause  which  prevented  his  father  from  establishing  residence  upon  the 
laud,  and  that  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  hold  the  entry  for  can- 
cellation for  waut  of  such  cultivation. 

In  Brown  v.  Xaylor,  14  L.  D.,  141,  it  was  held  that  a  contest  against 
the  entry  of  a  deceased  homesteader,  charging  abandonment  on  the 
part  of  the  entryman  and  his  heirs,  must  fail,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  entryman  died  prior  to  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  the  datx3 
of  entry,  and  the  heirs  subsequently  comply  with  the  law  in  the  mat- 
ter of  cultivation.  See  also  the  recent  case  of  Ware  v.  Wright,  22 
L.  D.,  181. 

Clearly  the  facts  found  by  the  local  officers  sustain  the  charge  in  the 
contest  affidavit,  that  Snider  in  his  lifetime  never  resided  upon  the 
laud,  and  after  his  death  none  of  his  heirs  ever  resided  thereon,  and 
the  cases  I  have  cited  all  proceed  upon  the  ground  that  failure  to 
establish  and  maintain  residence  on  the  part  of  a  deceased  entryman, 
in  his  lifetime,  unless  he  dies  before  the  expiration  of  the  period  allowed 
by  the  law  for  the  establishment  of  residence,  is  good  cause  for  can- 
celing the  entry,  when  the  entry  is  contested,  after  the  entryman's 
death,  on  the  ground  of  the  entryman's  failure  to  establish  and  main- 
tain residence  upon  the  land. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is,  therefore,  reversed,  and  the  entry  o^ 
Barton  Snider  will  be  canceled* 
10332— YOL  22 33 
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HOMESTEAD-FINAL.  PROOF-NON-BESIDENT  HEIB. 

Lawson  et  al.  V.  Waddell^s  Heibs. 

A  final  homestead  afiidavit  snbmitted  by  a  non-resident  heir  is  entitled  to  eqnitahle 
consideration  where  executed  ontside  of  the  district  and  State  in  which  tbr> 
land  i8  sitnated,  and  it  appears  that  the  affiant,  on  account  of  extreme  age 
and  ill  health,  is  physically  unable  to  appear  before  an  officer  authorized  by 
statute  to  act  in  such  cases. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April 

28, 1896.  (L  D.) 

William  B.  Waddell  in  his  life  time  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
E.  i,  SE.  4  Sec.  33,  and  S.  i  SW.  J  Sec.  34,  T.  43  N.,  R.  9  W.,  Montrose 
land  district,  Colorado,  alleging  settlement  May  1, 1884. 

He  lived  on  the  land,  cultivating  it  and  made  improvements  until 
March  23, 1890,  when  he  was  found  dead  in  his  house  on  the  land. 

He  was  a  single  man,  and  his  heirs  are  a  brother  Benjamin  K.  Wad- 
dell and  a  sister,  Mrs.  Elizabeth  N.  Weaver,  both  living  in  Indiana. 

In  October,  1890,  Benjamin  N.  Waddell  wrote  to  an  attorney  in  the 
county  where  the  land  lies,  to  complete  the  entry  and  see  to  settling  up 
any  property  of  his  deceased  brother. 

On  January  20, 1891  the  intervener,  Savignac,  went  to  Indiana  and 
paid  Benjamin  N.  Waddell  $250,  for  a  quit  claim  deed  for  his  interest 
in  the  laud,  and  early  in  March  1891  moved  upon  the  land,  and  began 
to  improve  it. 

Lawsoii  settled  on  the  laud  May  5, 1891  knowing  of  Savignac's  claim 
and  settlement. 

Both  Savignac  and  Lawson  have  continued  to  live  there  and  improve 
the  land,  except  for  a  time  the  former  left,  taking  part  of  his  fornitiire 
and  lived  on  rented  land,  but  that  absence  seems  to  have  been  because 
of  frequent  interference  with  him  by  Lawson,  and  trouble  between 
them,  but  such  absence  was  temporary  only  and  in  no  sense  an  abandon- 
ment  of  his  settlement  or  claim  to  the  land. 

March  27, 1891,  Ijawson  applied  to  enter  the  land,  which  application 
was  refused  because  of  conflict  with  the  Waddell  entry,  whereupon  he 
initiated  a  contest  against  the  entry  charging  that  the  heirs  had  aban- 
doned the  land,  and  afterward  May  4, 1894  he  filed  a  supplemental  affi- 
davit charging  in  addition  to  abandonment  that  the  heirs  were  holding 
the  land  for  speculative  purposes,  and  that  Savignac  had  abandoned  the 
land  for  more  than  a  year. 

Savignac  meantime  had  been  permitted  to  intervene  and  filed  his 
affidavit  of  contest,  claiming  settlement  March  5, 1891,  and  also  claim- 
ing to  have  bought  the  improvements  from  one  of  the  heirs. 

Two  hearings  were  had,  and  at  the  second  hearing  under  instructions 
from  this  Department  (Lawson  v.  Heirs  of  William  B.  Waddell,  Feb- 
ruary 12, 1894}  final  proof  was  offered  by  Mrs.  Weaver. 
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The  evidence  shows  that  the  entryman  had  complied  with  the  law 
and  was  entitled  to  make  his  final  proof  before  his  death. 

The  final  proof  was  accepted  by  the  local  officers,  who  also  found 
that  the  heirs  had  not  abandoned  the  entry,  and  recommended  the  dis- 
missal of  both  contests  and  the  acceptance  of  the  final  proof. 

Your  office  sustains  the  findings  of  the  local  officers  except  "  that  the 
affidavit  required  by  Sec.  2291,  Rev.  Stat.,  has  not  been  submitted  "  and 
action  on  final  proof  was  suspended  to  give  opportunity  for  such 
affidavit. 

Since  this  appeal  has  been  perfected,  such  affidavit  was  made  by  Mrs. 
Weaver  in  due  form  and  is  now  on  file  in  the  case,  but  it  was  sworn  to 
before  a  notary  public  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  does  not  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  26, 1890 — (26  Stat.,  121),  requiring 
ing  Buch  proof  to  be  made  within  the  district  where  the  land  is  situated. 

The  reason  given  for  this  is  that  Mrs.  Weaver  is  seventy-two  years 
old  and  can  only  walk  with  the  aid  of  crutches  and  is  physically  unable 
to  go  to  Colorado.  The  land  having  been  fully  earned  by  compliance 
with  the  law  by  the  entryman  during  his  life  time,  the  condition  of  the 
heir  seems  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  equitable  power,  and  the  case  is 
therefore  returned  for  consideration  with  a  view  to  accepting  her  final 
proof  affidavit.  Nancy  J.  Crews  (14  L.  D.,  687),  William  H.  Bowman 
(7  L.  D.,  18),  Eebecca  O.  Williams  (6  L.  D.,  710), 


BATLBOAH  GRANT— SCHOOL  ESTDEMNITY  SELECTION- APPEAIi, 

Sioux  City  and  Pacific  E.  B.  Co.  v.  Weich. 

A  school  indemnity  selection  made  prior  to  statutory  authority  therefor  does  not 
reserve  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  a  railroad  grant. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  charged  with  the  adjustment  of  railroad  grants,  and 
should  withhold  from  other  disposition  lands  granted  for  such  purpose,  even 
though  the  grantee  may  fail  to  appeal  from  an  erroneous  adverse  decision  of  the 
General  Land  Office. 

^Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  April 

28^  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  Sioux  City  and  Pacific  railroad 
company,  from  your  office  decision  of  March  4, 1895,  dismissing  its  pro- 
test against  the  issue  of  patent  upon  the  cash  entry  of  Carsten  Wrich, 
made  September  26, 1893,  under  the  provisions  of  section  5,  of  the  act 
of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  covering  the  NW.  J  ^B.  i,  Sec.  21, 
T.  17  N.,  E.  11  E.,  K^eligh  land  district,  Nebraska. 

This  land  is  within  the  common  limits  of  the  grants  made  to  aid 
in  the  construction  of  the  Union  Pacific  and  Sioux  City  and  Pacific 
railroads. 

At  the  dates  of  the  attachment  of  rights  under  said  grants  the  land 
in  question  was^  so  far  as  the  record  before  me  shows,  free  from  adverse 
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Glaim  otherwise  than  tLe  school  indemnity  selection  made  Jaly  1,1S5S, 
which  selection  was  canceled  July  3, 1880,  there  having  been  no  statu- 
tory authority  for  the  making  of  said  selection  prior  to  February  2Gy 
1859. 

This  tract  has  been  listed  by  the  Union  Pacific  railway  company, 
and  by  your  office  decision  of  Ifovember  24, 1891,  said  listing  was  held 
for  cancellation  and  the  claim  of  the  Sioux  City  and  Pacific  railroad 
company  was  rejected. 

Neither  company  appealed,  and  on  May  19, 1892,  the  listing  by  the 
Union  Pacific  was  canceled. 

On  September  25, 1893,  Wrich,  having  purchased  this  tract  of  the 
Union  Pacific  railway  company,  was  permitted  to  make  cash  entry  of 
the  land  under  the  xirovisions  of  section  5  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887, 
supra. 

The  Sioux  City  and  Pacific  railroad  company  protested  against  the 
issue  of  patent  upon  said  entry,  urging  that  the  land  was  not  subject 
thereto  but  had  passed  under  the  grants  to  the  Union  Pacific  and  Sioux 
City  and  Pacific  railroads. 

This  protest  was  overruled  in  your  office  decision  of  March  4, 1893, 
from  which  the  company  presented  an  appeal,  but  the  same  was  refused 
because  tiled  out  of  time. 

A  petition  of  certiorari  was  then  filed,  which  was  considered  in 
departmental  decision  of  October  18, 1895  (not  reported)  and  granted 
and  the  record  ordered  to  be  certified  to  this  Department. 

In  accordance  with  said  order  the  record  is  now  before  me. 

The  showing  made  by  the  company  in  support  of  its  petition  is  fully 
sustained  by  the  record,  and  in  view  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
Union  Pacific  Ry.  Oo.  v.  United  States  (17  L.  D.,  43),  wherein  it  was 
held  that  (syllabus) — 

A  school  indemuity  selection,  made  prior  to  statutory  anthoriCy  therefor,  does 
not  reserve  the  land  so  selected  from  the  operation  of  a  railroad  grant  on  definite 
location  of  the  road, 

it  is  apparent  that  your  office  erred  in  holding  the  tract  in  question 
to  have  been  excepted  from  these  grants. 

In  the  case  of  Knight  v.  United  States  (142  U.  S.,  181),  it  was  held 
that — 

It  makes  no  difference  whether  the  appeal  is  in  regular  form  according  to  the 
established  rules  of  the  Department,  or  whether  the  Secretary  on  his  own  motion, 
knowing  that  injustice  is  about  to  be  done  by  some  action  of  the  Commissioner, 
takes  up  the  case  and  disposes  of  it  in  accordance  with  law  and  justice.  The  Secre- 
tary is  the  guardian  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  over  the  public  lands.  The 
obligations  of  his  oath  of  office  oblige  him  to  see  that  the  law  is  carried  out;  and 
that  none  of  the  public  domain  is  wasted  or  is  disposed  of  to  a  party  not  entitled  to  it. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  companies  failed  to  appeal  from  yonr  office 
decision  advei'se  to  their  claimed  rights  under  their  grants,  yet  as  the 
land  is  still  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Department  I  am  of  the 
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opinion  that  as  the  matter  has  been  brought  to  my  attention,  the  regu- 
larity of  the  proceeding  is  not  material,  and  as  I  am  charged  under 
the  laws  with  the  adjustment  of  these  grants,  that  I  am  bound  to 
withhold  from  other  disposition  lands  falling  within  the  terms  of  the 
grants. 

I  have  therefore  to  direct  that  Wrich's  entry  be  canceled,  unless, 
after  due  notice  other  and  sufficient  reason  is  given  for  holding  this 
land  to  be  excepted  from  these  grants  than  the  fact  that  it  was  covered 
by  the  indemnity  State  selection. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  reversed. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRT— CONTLICTING  SETTLEMENT  BIGHTS. 

IBWIN  V.  KEWSON. 

If  the  parties  can  not  agree  to  a  division  of  the  land,  in  a  case  wherein  the  priority 
of  settlement  can  not  be  determined  by  the  evidence,  the  land  shonid  not  be 
divided  between  them  by  a  departmental  order,  bnt  the  right  of  entry  to  the 
entire  tract  awarded  to  the  highest  bidder  of  the  two. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeiieral  Land  Office^  April 
(J.  I.  H.)  28, 1896.  (0.  W.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  W.  Irwin  against  Charles  H. 
Newson  ui>on  their  cross  appeals  from  the  decision  of  your  office  of 
May  15,  1895. 

The  land  in  controversy  is  the  M^  W.  J  of  section  34,  T.  23  N.,  R.  2  W., 
Perry  land  district,  Oklahoma. 

On  September  16, 1893,  the  day  on  which  the  land  was  opened  to 
settlement,  these  parties  made  settlement  on  said  land. 

On  September  25, 1893,  Newson  made  homestead  entry,  No.  748,  of 
said  land. 

On  October  25, 1893,  John  W.  Irwin  filed  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging 
prior  settlement. 

A  hearing  was  had;  the  local  officers  recommended  the  cancellation 
of  Newson's  entry,  and  that  Irwin  be  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry 
of  the  land.    Newson  appealed. 

Your  office  rendered  a  decision  to  the  effect,  that  you  were  unable  to 
determine  who  was  the  prior  settler,  and  thought  the  case  should  be 
settled  between  the  parties,  and  that  each  of  them  should  make  entry 
of  such  legjil  subdivisions  of  the  land  as  they  may  agree  upon,  and 
your  office  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  local  officers,  and  ordered 
that,  in  case  of  the.  failure  of  the  parties  to  compromise,  as  above  sug- 
gests, within  sixty  days,  that  Kewson's  entry  be  canceled  as  to  the 
E.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  the  section,  and  the  right  of  entry  for  the  east 
half  be  awarded  to  Irwin. 

I  agree  with  your  office  that  the  evidence  is  so  conflicting  that  it  is 
impossible  to  decide  which  of  the  two  claimants  was  the  prior  settler; 
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but  I  cannot  agree  with  that  part  of  your  office  decision  which  directs, 
that,  in  case  of  failure  of  the  parties  to  agree  to  a  compromise  the  laud 
be  divided  between  them.  I  think  that  in  such  a  case  as  this,  if  the 
parties  cannot  agree,  the  land  should  be  sold  to  the  highest  bidder  of 
the  two.    (See  Hopkins  v,  Wagner  et  ah^  21  L.  D.,  485). 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  accordingly.    The  papers  are 
herewith  returned. 


EXTENSION  OF, TIME  FOR  PATMENT-RATLKOAI)  TJLSJSS. 

William  Henry. 

An  extension  of  time  for  payment  may  be  granted  nnder  the  remedial  provisioDs  of 
the  act  of  July  26^  1894,  to  a  purchaser  nnder  the  second  clause  of  section  3^  act 
of  September  29,  1890. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  April 
(J.  T.  H.)  28^  1896.  (C.  J.  G.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  case  is  the  S.  i  of  lots  10, 11  and  12,  Sec 
31,  T.  19  S.,  R.  14  E.,  Visalia  land  district,  California. 

On  October  17, 1894,  William  Henry  appeared  with  his  witnesses  at 
the  local  office  and  offered  final  proof  on  his  application  to  purchavse 
said  land  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat., 
496). 

The  testimony  in  said  proof  shows  that  claimant  made  settlement  on 
this  land  in  November,  1887,  and  was  therefore  an  actual  resident 
thereon  at  the  time  of  the  act  above  mentioned. 

When  claimant's  proof  had  been  submitted,  as  appears  from  the 
report  of  the  local  office,  he  stated  that  he  had  no  money  with  which 
to  make  payment  for  the  land.  No  further  arrangements  were  made 
at  that  time,  nor  did  claimant  apply  for  an  extension  of  time  within 
which  to  make  payment. 

Claimant  was  notified  twice,  on  November  10, 1894,  and  on  Decem- 
ber 3, 1894,  to  come  forward  and  make  payment.  On  the  latter  date 
he  was  informed  that  unless  he  made  payment  within  ten  days  his 
proof  would  be  rejected. 

On  December  28,  1894,  the  local  office  rejected  claimant's  proof 
because  "  no  payment  or  tender  of  payment  has  been  made  by  claimant 
for  said  land." 

On  January  24, 1895,  claimant  appealed  to  your  office  from  the  rejec- 
tion of  his  proof,  the  basis  of  said  appeal  being  that  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  July  26,  1894  (28  Stat.,  123),  he  is  entitled  to  one 
year  from  the  date  of  proof  within  which  to  make  payment  for  the  land 
in  question. 

Claimant  accompanied  his  appeal  to  your  office  by  an  application  for 
an  extension  of  time  within  which  to  make  payment,  invoking  therein 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  26^  1894. 

By  your  office  decision  of  March  20, 1895,  you  affirmed  the  action  of 
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the  loca4  office  in  rejectiug  claimaut's  proof,  holdiug  that  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  July  26, 1894,  were  not  apphcable  to  entries  under  the 
act  of  September  29, 1890;  that  said  act  extends  the  time  for  making 
final  proof  and  payment  on  existing  entries  only  under  the  desert  land, 
homestead  and  pre-emption  laws. 
In  his  appeal  to  this  Department  claimant  states  that 

the  reason  of  his  application  (for  an  extension  of  time)  was  that  his  crops  failed, 
that  he  had  to  rely  upon  the  proceeds  of  his  crops  from  which  to  obtain  means  to 
enable  him  to  pay  for  said  land ;  that  the  year  1894  was  a  dry  year  in  the  State  of 
California^  and  a  year  of  disappointments  and  failnres,  and  that  crops  were  an  entire 
failure  on  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land  involved,  and  that  he  did  not  realize  any- 
thing from  his  labors,  and  that  he  was  without  means  with  which  to  pay  for  the 
land. 

By  a  joint  resolution  of  Congress  of  September  30, 1890  (26  Stat., 
684),  it  was  enacted — 

That  whenever  it  shall  appear  by  the  filing  of  such  evidence  in  the  offices  of  any 
register  and  receiver  as  shall  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that 
any  settler  on  the  public  lands,  by  reason  of  a  failure  of  crops  for  which  he  is  in  no 
wise  responsible,  is  unable  to  make  the  payment  on  his  homestead  or  pre-emption 
claim  required  by  law  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is  hereby  author- 
ized to  extend  the  time  for  such  payment  for  not  exceeding  one  year  from  the  date 
when  the  same  becomes  due. 

The  act  of  Congress  approved  July  26,  1894,  cited  by  claimant, 
provides: 

That  the  time  of  making  final  proof  and  payment  for  all  land  located  under  the 
homestead  and  desert  land  laws  of  the  United  States,  proof  and  payment  of  which 
has  not  yet  been  made,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  extended  for  the  period  of  one 
year  from  the  time  proof  and  payment  would  become  due  under  existing  law. 

The  acts  above  cited  are  remedial  in  their  nature  and  were  passed 
for  the  benefit  of  settlers  on  the  public  lands  who,  by  reason  of  a  failure 
of  crops  for  which  they  are  in  no  wise  responsible,  are  unable  to  make 
the  payments  on  their  homestead  claims. 

The  land  in  question  was  included  in  the  grant  to  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  was  forfeited  by  the  act  of  September 
29, 1890.  There  are  two  classes  of  persons  referred  to  in  the  third 
section  of  said  act,  viz:  1.  Persons  w^ho  "are  in  possession"  of  such 
lands,  "under  deed,  written  contract  with,  or  license  from,  the  state  or 
corporation  to  which  such  grant  was  made,  or  its  assignees;"  2.  per- 
sons who  "may  have  settled  said  lands  with  bona  fide  intent  to  secure 
title  thereto  by  purchase  from  the  State  or  corporation."  The  claimant 
in  the  case  at  bar  comes  under  the  second  class. 

Prior  to  the  act  of  Congress  approved  January  23, 1896,  it  was  held 
that  applicants  of  the  second  class  mentioned  in  section  3  of  the  act 
of  September  29, 1890,  must  show  the  same  good  faith  in  the  matter  of 
settlement  and  residence  as  those  who  make  homestead  applications 
under  the  general  laws.  Brown  v.  HinWe  (15  L.  D.,  168) ;  James  C. 
Daly  (17  L.  D.,  498) ;  Same,  on  review  (18  L.  D.,  571);  O'l^ary  v.  Smith 
(17  L.  D.,  642) ;  Shafer  v.  Butler  (19  L.  D.,  486).    This  being  true  there 
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seems  to  be  no  good  reason  wliy  tbe  remedial  benefits  of  tbe  act  of 
July  26, 1804,  should  not  extend  to  this  class  of  eutrymen  under  the 
act  of  September  29, 1890. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  July  26, 1894,  directly  excluding  this 
class  of  entrymen  from  the  benefits  of  said  act;  on  the  contrary  the 
remedial  provision  being  directed  to  ^^all  land  located  under  the  home- 
stead ....  laws  of  the  United  States^  would  seem  to  include  just  such 
entrymen.  As  previously  shown  the  same  requirements  are  imposed 
upon  this  class  of  entrymen  as  upon  those  who  enter  under  the  general 
laws.  The  only  difference  seems  to  be  in  the  manner  of  obtaining 
title. 

There  seems  to  be  no  question  that  claimant  has  been  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence, so  far  as  neglect  to  take  some  action  when  notified  by  thelocjil 
ofiice  is  concerned.  His  explanations  are  not  entirely  satisfactory,  but 
among  them  he  claims  ignorance  of  the  law.  One  James  K.  Rhoads 
made  homestead  application  for  the  land  in  question  on  November  24, 
1894.  But  notwithstanding  this  adverse  application  and  claimant's 
seeming  negligence,  I  am  disposed  to  award  him  the  benefit  of  the  act 
of  July  26, 1894,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  has  shown  good  faith  in 
other  respects. 

The  testimony  shows  that  claimant  has  valuable  improvements  on 
this  land  and  has  about  twenty  acres  under  cultivation. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  claimant's  proof  will  be 
accepted  and  he  will  be  allowed  to  make  payment  of  the  fees  and 
purchase  money,  unless  some  other  objection  shall  appear. 


AniD  IIANDS-SKTTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

SJUNB  BONDBSON. 

The  act  of  October  2, 1888,  providing  for  the  withdrawal  of  arid  lands  did  not  eon- 
template  the  impairment  of  rights  acqaired  prior  to  its  passage  through  bona 
fide  settlement  and  occupancy,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  a  pre-emption  set- 
tlement and  filing  made  prior  to  the  date  of  said  act  may  be  carried  to  entry  and 
patent  subsequently  thereto. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Aprii 
(J.  I.  H.)  •  28,  1896.  (J.  L.) 

This  case  involves  lots  1  and  2  of  section  24,  T.  15  B.,  B.  43  E.,  con- 
taining 52.30  acres  of  land  in  Blackfoot  land  district,  Idaho.  It  comes 
before  this  Department  upon  the  appeal  of  Sjune  Bondeson  from  your 
ofiice  decision  of  January  9,  1891,  which  is  in  the  following  words: 

jANrARY  9, 189L 

Regib'iisr  and  Receiver,  Blackfoot,  Idaho, 

Gentlemen:  By  letter  *'£"  of  July  8^  1890,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Hon. 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  township  15  S.,  range  43  E.,  with  other  lands  were  reaerred 
for  the  site  of  a  reservoir.  Under  the  act  of  August  dO,  1890,  this  reservation  took 
effect  October  2,  18^. 
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Pre-emption  cash  entry  of  SJnne  Bondenson,  No,  816,  for  lots  1,  and  2,  section  24, 
made  November  20, 1889,  subsequent  to  snoh  reservation  is  therefore  illegal,  the  land 
not  being  subject  to  entry.  Said  entry  is  therefore  held  for  canceBation  as  illegal. 
See  case  of  Henr^'  Bolton  of  this  date.  So  advise  SJnne  Bordenson,  allowing  him  60 
days  for  appeal. 

Respectfully,  W.  M.  Stone, 

AiHslani  Ct>mmi99iener, 

The  "letter  *E'  of  July  8, 1890,''  referred  to  in  said  decision  cannot 

be  found  in  your  office.    There  is  found  however  a  letter  "  E  "  of  August 

5,  1889,  which  is  in  the  following  words: 

August  5, 1889. 
Sbgistbr  and  Receiver,  U.  S.  Land  Office,  Blaokfoot,  Idaho. 

Gentlemen  :  Enclosed  herewith  is  a  copy  of  a  letter,  dated  Jnly  19,  1889,  from 
J.  W.  Powell,  Director  of  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  reporting  that  the  site  of  Bear  Lake,  located  mainly  in  Bear  Lake 
eonnty,  Idaho,  had  been  selected  as  a  reservoir  site,  together  with  all  lauds  situated 
within  two  statute  miies  of  the  borders  of  said  lake  at  high  water. 

The  Director  recommends  that  all  public  lands  within  the  descril>ed  limits  be  with- 
drawn from  eutrv  and  settlement. 

Under  date  of  July  26th  last  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  directed  this  office  to 
instruct  you  not  to  allow  further  entries  or  filings  on  the  lands  named  in  said  letter. 

In  compliance  with  departmental  directions  you  are  hereby  instructed  to  comply 
with  the  recommendation  of  the  Director  of  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  as  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  said  recommendation  to  be  effective  on  and  after 
July  19th  last. 

Please  acknowledge  receipt. 

Very  respectfully,  (Signed)  W.  M.  Stone, 

Acting  Commissioner, 

It  is  shown  by  the  record  before  me  that  Sjune  Bondeson  filed  his 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement  No.  246,  for  the  52.30  acres  of  land 
aforesaid,  on  March  28, 1888,  alleging  settlement  on  March  24, 1888. 
On  November  18, 1889,  after  due  publication,  Bondeson  made  his  final 
proof  and  payment,  and  procured  final  certificate  for  said  lots  No.  816, 
dated  November  20, 1889. 

It  was  proved,  and  it  is  not  questioned,  that  Bondeson  made  his 
settlement  on  March  24, 1888,  and  began  to  build  his  improvements, 
which  consist  of  a  dwelling  house,  stable,  stock  yard  and  corral,  fenc- 
ing and  irrigating  ditch,  valued  at  $500  or  $600;  that  on  March  1, 1889, 
he  moved  his  family,  consisting  of  a  wife  and  five  children  upon  the 
premises,  and  has  ever  since  maintained  thereon  continuous  residence 
and  cultivation ;  and  that  he  has  equipped  his  farm  with  agricultural 
implements,  household  and  kitchen  furniture,  five  horses,  fifteen  head 
of  cattle,  ten  sheep,  pigs  and  chickens,  cats  and  dogs,  and  other  domes* 
tic  comforts  of  a  thrifty  farmer.  These  two  lots  according  to  the  offi- 
cial map  lie  on  thb  west  shore  of  Bear  Lake,  and  are  therefore  within 
the  limits  of  the  reservation  for  a  reservoir  site  made  by  the  letter  of 
August  5, 1889  above  quoted. 

Seven  months  after  Bondeson  made  his  settlement,  to  wit:  on  Octo- 
ber 2, 1888  (25  Statutes  527),  Congress  enacted  as  follows: 

And  aU  the  land  which  may  hereafter  be  designated  or  selected  by  such  United 
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States  (Geolof^ical)  surveys  for  sites  for  reservoirs,  ditches  or  canals  for  Irrigation 
parposes ;  and  all  lands  made  susceptible  of  irrigation  by  such  reservoirs,  ditches  or 
canals,  are  from  this  time  henceforth  hereby  reserved  from  sale  as  the  property  of 
the  United  States,  and  shall  not  be  subject  after  the  passage  of  this  act.  t-o  entry, 
settlement  or  occupation  until  further  provided  by  law. 

This  act  does  not  seem  to  affect  Bondeson's  settlement  and  occupa- 
tion prior  to  its  passage. 

The  first  Land  Office  circalar  ander  this  act  was  issued  August  5, 
1889,  and  was  published  in  9  L.  D.,  282.  It  instructed  the  local  officers 
as  follows: 

You  will  therefore  immediately  cancel  all  filings  made  since  October  2,  1888,  on 
snch  sites  for  reservoirs,  ditehes  or  canals  for  irrigating  purposes,  and  all  lands  that 
may  be  susceptible  of  irrigation  by  such  reservoirs,  ditches  or  canals,  whether  made 
by  individuals  or  corporations,  and  yon  wiU  hereafter  receive  no  filings  upon  any 
such  lands. 

This  did  not  affect  Bondeson's  filing  which  was  made  before  October 
2,  1888.  As  stated  above,  on  November  18, 1889,  he  made  his  fiual 
proof  and  consummated  his  preemption  cash  entry. 

By  the  act  of  August  30, 1890  (26  Statutes,  391),  Congress  repealed 
so  much  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1888  aforesaid,  as  withdrew  from  set- 
tlement and  occupation  ^^all  lands  made  susceptible  of  irrigation  by 
such  reservoirs,  ditches  or  canals;"  but  re-enacted : 

That  reservoir  sites  heretofore  located  or  selected  shall  remain  segregated  and 
reserved  from  entry  or  settlement,  as  prorided  by  %aid  acty  until  otherwise  provided 
by  law ;  and  reservoir  sites  hereafter  located  or  selected  on  public  lands  shall  in  like 
manner  be  reserved  from  the  date  of  the  location  or  selection  thereof. 

This  act  plainly  implies  that  the  reservations  for  reservoir  sites  made 
prior  to  the  act  were  to  take  effect  as  of  October  2, 1888;  and  that  Con- 
gress knowing  the  construction  which  the  J>epartment  had  placed  upon 
the  former  act,  intended  to  ratify  and  confirm  it. 

By  section  17  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  Congress  enacted— 

That  reservoir  sites  locate<l  or  selected,  and  to  be  located  and  selected  under  the 
provisions  of  the  (act  of  October  2,  1888,  25  Statutes,  527),  and  the  amendments 
thereto,  shall  be  restricted  to  and  shall  contain  only  so  much  land  as  is  actually  nec- 
essary for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  reservoirs :  excluding  so  far  as  practi- 
cable lands  occupied  by  actual  aetilers  at  the  date  of  the  location  of  said  reservoirs. 

Bondeson,  as  an  actual  settler,  was  occupying  the  laud  in  controversy 
at  the  date  of  the  location  of  the  Bear  Lake  reservoir  in  July  ISSl). 
His  land  would  therefore  be  excluded  from  the  site  of  said  reservoir  by 
the  act  aforesaid,  '*  so  far  as  practicable." 

But  Bondeson's  rights  as  a  preemptor  in  March  1888,  and  as  a  cash 
entry  man  in  November,  1889,  antedate  said  act.  Congress  did  not  intend 
by  the  act  of  October  2,  1888,  to  impair  the  rights  which  had  accrued 
prior  to  its  passage,  by  reason  of  bona  fide  settlement  and  occupaucy. 
*' Shall  not  be  subject  after  the  passage  of  this  act  to  entry,  settle- 
ment or  occupation''  are  the  words  of  the  statute;  and  they  plainly 
imply  a  recognition  of  the  rights  incident  to  occupation,  settlement  or 
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entry  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act.  Sach  was  the  contemporaneous 
construction  of  the  Land  Department. 

The  case  of  Emilio  Torres  (17  L.  D.,  341),  differs  from  the  case  now 
under  consideration,  in  that,  Torres  made  his  settlement  and  filing  more 
than  three  years  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1888;  while 
Bondeson  made  his  settlement  and  filing  seven  months  before  its 
passage. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  your  office  decision  of  January  9,  1891,  is 
reversed  so  far  as  it  affects  Bondeson's  pre  emption  cash  entry  No.  816 
of  lots  1  and  2  of  section  24,  T.  15  S.,  B.  43  E.,  containing  52.30  acres; 
and  said  entry  will  be  held  intact,  and  be  patented. 


FBIVATE  J^AJSm  CLAIMS-SMAIX  HOIJ>I2ra8* 

CIECULAB. 

DBPABTMENT  of  the  iNTEBIOBy 

Genebal  Land  Office, 
Washingtony  D.  0.,  March  25, 1896. 
Registebs  and  Beceiyebs, 

United  States  Land  Offices  in  the 

Territories  of  Netc  Mexico,  Arizona  and  Utah, 

and  the  States  of  Colorado,  Nevada  &  Wyoming, 

Gentlemen:  Referring  to  the  circular  of  instructions  of  September 
18, 1895  (21 L.  D.,  157),  in  relation  to  claims  arising  under  the  sixteenth 
and  seventeenth  sections  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stats.,  854), 
as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  21, 1893  (27  Stats.,  470),  you  are 
directed  to  require  the  claimant  in  each  of  such  cases  to  publish  notice 
of  his  intention  to  submit  proof  of  his  occupation  and  possession  of 
the  land  included  in  his  claim,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  oi 
said  act,  under  the  same  terms  and  restrictions  as  govern  publication 
of  notice  in  homestead  cases. 

These  instructions  only  apply  to  cases  wherein  proof  is  hereafter 
submitted,  and  will  not  have  a  retroactive  effect. 

The  form  of  notice  should  follow,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  that  in 
homestead  cases,  with  the  necessary  alterations  to  indicate  the  char- 
acter of  the  claim  and  of  the  proof  to  be  submitted. 
Very  respectfully, 

S,  W.  Lamobexjx, 

Commissioner. 
Approved, 

Jno.  M.  Reynolds, 

Acting  Secretary. 
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PIOVATE  LANI>  CLAIMS— SMALL  HOLDINGS. 

GmCULAB. 

Depabthsnt  of  ths  Intebiob, 

General  Land  Office, 

Wdshingion^  D,  0.,  May  1, 1896. 
Begisters  and  Begeiyers, 

United  States  Land  Offices  in  the 

Territories  of  New  Mexico  and  Arizona^  and 

the  States  of  Colorado^  Utah,  Nevada^  and  Wyofning. 

Gentlemen:  The  circular  of  March  25, 1896,  requiring  publication 
of  notice  of  intention  to  submit  proof  on  claims  arising  under  the  six- 
teenth and  seventeenth  sections  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.. 
854),  as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  21, 1893  (27  Stat.,  470),  is  so 
far  modified  that  publication  of  notice  will  not  be  required  in  cases 
where  the  aggregate  area  claimed  is  less  than  forty  acres. 

Very  respectfully, 

8.  W.  Lamoreux, 

Commissioner. 
Approved, 

Hoke  Smith, 

Secretary. 

INDIAN  LANB9-LEATE  OF  ABSENCE— FINAL  PBOOT. 

oirgulab. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Officb, 

Washington^  D.  0.,  May  7, 1896. 
Beoisters  and  Beoeivers, 

Chamberlain^  Huron^  Mitchell^  Pierre^ 

Rapid  Gity^  and  Watertoirnj  South  Dakota. 

Gentlemen:  Your  attention  is  called  to  the  Act  of  Congress,  ap- 
proved February  26, 1896  (Public — No.  27),  which  provides — 

That  all  settlers  who  made  settlemeut  under  the  homestead  laws  upon  lands  in  the 
Yankton  Indian  Reservation,  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota,  during  the  year  eighteen 
hundred  and  ninety-five  are  hereby  granted  leave  of  absence  from  snch  homestead 
for  one  year  from  and  after  the  date  of  this  act,  and  that  by  such  absence  such 
homestead  settler  shall  not  lose  nor  forfeit  any  right  whatever:  Ptiwidedf  That  the 
settler  shall  not  receive  credit  upon  the  period  of  actual  residence  required  by  law 
for  the  time  he  i6  absent. 

Sec.  2.  That  any  such  homestead  settler  may  avail  himself  of  the  benefits  of  this 
act  by  filing  a  notice  with  the  local  land  office  describing  his  land  and  date  of  settle- 
ment thereon,  which  notice  shall  be  signed  by  the  settler  and  attested  by  the  regis- 
ter of  the  land  office. 

Sec.  3.  That  the  time  for  making  final  proof  and  payment  for  all  lands  located 
under  the  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States  upon  any  lands  of  any  former  Indian 
reservation  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  extended  for 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  625 

the  period  of  one  year  from  the  time  proof  and  payment  woald  hecome  dae  under 
existing  laws. 

It  will  be  observed  that  sections  1  and  2  apply  only  to  parties  who 
made  homestead  settlement  in  1895,  upon  the  lands  ceded  by  the  Yank- 
ton tribe  of  Sioax  Indians  which  were  opened  to  settlement  May  21, 
1895,  by  the  President's  proclamation  of  May  16, 1895,  issned  under  the 
act  of  August  15, 1894  (28  Stat.,  314-^19),  and  which  are  embraced  in 
the  Mit<5hell  land  district;  that  any  party  availing  himself  of  the  priv- 
ilege conferred  by  section  1,  does  so  on  condition  that  the  time  of  his 
actual  absence  thereunder  will  not  be  credited  on  the  period  of  resi- 
dence required  by  law;  that  the  leave  of  absence  granted  by  said  sec- 
tion 1,  being  for  one  year  from  and  aft^*  the  date  of  the  act,  a  settler 
may  begin  his  absence  at  any  time  during  such  year  by  filing  the  notice 
as  required  by  section  2,  but  in  no  case  can  any  leave  of  absence  under 
this  act  extend  beyond  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  February  26, 1896, 
the  date  of  the  act.  Section  2  is  not  construed  by  this  office  to  mean 
that  a  settler  must  necessarily  appear  in  person  at  the  district  office  to 
sign  and  file  his  notice.  A  notice  received  by  mail  or  otherwise,  may 
be  approved  by  the  register.  In  every  case  the  register  will  see  that 
the  notice  conforms  to  the  requirements  of  said  section  2  as  to  the 
description  of  the  land  and  date  of  settlement  and  he  will  note  thereon 
the  date  upon  which  it  is  filed  and  make  such  notes  on  the  records  of 
your  office  for  your  future  guidance  as  will  indicate  the  time  the  settler 
will  be  actually  absent  from  his  homestead,  and  thereafter  transmit 
the  notice  to  this  office  to  be  filed  with  the  entry  papers. 

Section  3,  referring  to  all  lands  of  any  former  Indian  reservation  in 
South  Dakota,  extends  the  time  for  making  final  proof  and  payment 
on  homestead  entries  (existing  on  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act) 
for  one  year  from  the  time  such  proof  and  payment  would  otherwise 
become  due.  Under  existing  law  a  homestead  entryman  who  can  show 
five  years'  compliance  with  the  law  can  make  and  file  his  final  proof  in 
the  proper  district  office  at  any  time  prior  to  the  expiration  of  seven 
years  from  the  date  of  his  original  entry,  or  eight  years,  if  his  original 
entry  was  made  on  or  prior  to  July  26,  1894  (See  act  of  July  26, 1894^ 
28  Stat.,  123).  Therefore  final  proof  and  payment  for  lands  referred 
to  by  this  section,  where  the  entries  were  made  subsequent  to  July  26, 
1894,  and  before  or  on  February  26, 1896,  will  not  be  due  until  eight 
years  from  dates  of  the  respective  entries,  and  not  until  nine  years 
where  the  entries  were  made  on  or  prior  to  July  26, 1894.  Claimants 
affected  by  this  section  will  be  notified  relative  to  the  statutory  period 
and  the  expiration  thereof,  according  to  forms  4-343  and  4-344,  prop- 
erly modified. 

Very  respectfully,  S.  W.  Lamobeux, 

OommisHoner^ 

Approved, 

Wm.  H.  Sims, 

Acting  Secretary. 
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TIMBER  CUIiTLTlE  FINAL  PROOF— ACT  OF  MARCH  4,   1896. 

S.  Lizzie  Guernsey. 

Under  the  act  of  March  4, 1896,  the  personal  evidence  of  a  timber  caltnre  entryman, 
on  the  submission  of  linal  proof,  may  be  taken  before  a  United  States  conrt 
commissioner,  or  a  clerk  of  any  court  of  record,  anywhere  in  the  Uuiteii  States, 
and  the  provisions  of  said  act  are  properly  applicable  in  a  case  wherein  final 
action  has  not  been  taken  on  the  proof  submitted. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

13j  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  June  25, 1884,  8.  Lizzie  Guernsey  made  timber  culture  entry  No. 
6453,  for  the  NW.  i  Sec.  20,  T.  112  N.,  E.  77  W.,  Pierre,  South  Dakota. 
On  November  25, 1893,  she  offered  final  proof  and  obtained  final  cer- 
tificate No.  225.  On  November  27, 1894,  your  office  rejected  said  final 
proof,  for  the  reason  that  ber  final  proof,  as  to  her  own  testimony,  was 
made  before  George  B.  Brooks,  United  States  circuit  court  commissioner 
for  the  eastern  district  of  Michigan,  and  outside  said  land  district,  and 
held  her  final  certificate  for  cancellation. 

She  moved  in  your  of&ce  for  review  of  said  decision,  and  on  March 
14, 1895,  your  office,  considering  said  motion,  reaffirmed  your  former 
decision. 

Guernsey  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision,  and  the  same  is 
now  before  me. 

It  is  insisted  that  under  section  2294,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  as  amended  by  act  approved  May  26, 1890,  her  proof  was  properly 
taken,  and  it  was  error  to  reject  it.  In  the  case  of  PMward  Bowker 
(11  L.  D.,  361)  this  section  as  amended  was  construed,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  proof  could  only  be  made  before  the  officers  named,  in  the 
county  or  district  where  the  land  is  situated.  The  construction  now 
contended  for  is  not  without  great  force  and  reason,  but  the  case  above 
quoted  must  control. 

The  act  construed  in  said  case  embraces  affidavits  required  under 
the  homestead,  pre-emption,  timber  culture  and  desert  land  laws.  The 
law  as  construed  therein  is  still  applicable  to  all  affidavits  required  to 
be  made  under  homestead,  pre-emption  and  desert  land  laws,  but  by  a 
recent  act  of  Congress,  approved  March  4, 1896,  the  personal  affidavit 
of  a  timber  culture  claimant  is  taken  without  this  rule,  and  such  afii- 
davits  may  now  be  made  before  the  officers  in  said  act  named  anywhere 
in  the  United  States.    Said  act  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  Honse  of  Bepresentatiyes  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  timber-onltnre  claimants  shall  not  be  required, 
in  making  final  proof,  to  appear  at  the  land  office  to  which  proof  is  to  be  preseoted,  or 
before  an  officer  designated  by  the  act  of  May  twenty -sixth,  eighteen  hundred  and 
ninety,  within  the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated;  but  such  claimant  may  have 
his  or  her  personal  evidence  taken  by  a  United  States  court  commissioner  or  a  derk 
of  any  court  of  record  under  such  rules  and  regulations  m  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  may  prescribe. 
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The  rejected  personal  affidavit  of  Miss  Guernsey  is  one  required  by 
the  timber  culture  laws  and  the  regulations  thereunder,  and  is  there- 
fore the  character  of  affidavit  which  by  act  of  Congress  above  quoted 
is  taken  from  under  the  rule  in  the  case  of  Edward  Bowker.  It  is  true 
when  your  office  rejected  said  affidavit  said  act  of  Congress  had  not 
been  passed,  and  your  office  decision  was  in  accordance  with  the  rule 
in  force,  but  said  decision  had  reference  only  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
evidence,  and  the  legal  obstacle  in  the  way  of  its  admission  having 
been  removed  by  Congress,  before  final  action  on  her  proof,  said  affi- 
davit may  now  be  accepted.  The  only  objection  to  her  final  proof  being 
the  alleged  defect  in  her  affidavit,  your  office  decision  is  reversed;  said 
final  proof  accepted,  and  final  certificate  'No.  225,  held  to  be  valid  and 
intact. 


MINING  CLAIM— ADATEKHE  JUDICIAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

Clipper  Mining  Company. 

A  suit  pendiog  on  an  adverse  claim  operates  to  oust  the  Department  of  uU  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  matters  involved  therein,  even  though  the  Judicial  proceedings  rest 
on  a  claim  wherein  the  application  for  patent  has  been  denied  by  the  Department. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  May 

13,  189(i.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  record  before  me  shows  that  the  Clipper  Mining  Company  on 
August  31,  J  893,  made  application  for  patent  for  the  Capitol,  Clipi)er, 
Congress  and  Castle  lode  claims,  lot  No.  6965,  Leadville,  Colorado,  land 
district,  and  that  during  the  period  of  publication  adverse  claims  were 
filed,  among  them  one  by  A.  D.  Searl  et  al.j  alleging  conflict  with  the 
Searl  placer  claim.  Suits  were  instituted,  but  all  were  dismissed  except 
the  Searl  plaeer.  Thereupon  the  applicant  applied  to  purchase  the 
land  claimed.  The  local  officers  rejected  this  application  and  returned 
the  purchase  money  for  the  reason  that  there  was  nothing  on  file  to 
show  that  the  suit  of  Searl  et  al.y  had  been  finally  determined  and 
disposed  of. 

The  applicant  appealed,  and  your  office  by  letter  of  April  27,  1895, 
affirmed  the  action,  whereupon  this  appeal  is  prosecuted,  assigning 
error  as  follows : 

1.  It  was  error  for  the  Commissioner  to  hold  that  M.  A.  No.  4359,  Is  subject  to  the 
Searl  placer,  the  latter  having  no  standing  before  this  Department 

2.  It  was  error  for  the  local  office  to  receive  the  so  called  adverse  claim,  offered  by 
the  Searl  placer  claimants,  as  an  adverse  claim,  but  said  paper  should  have  been 
received  and  filed  as  a  protest. 

3.  There  being  no  pending  application  by  the  placer  claimants,  an  application  to 
enter  as  a  lode  claim  is  always  in  order,  the  only  question  being  as  to  width  of  the 
lode  claims. 

It  seems  that  application  for  patent  for  the  Searl  placer  was  made  in 
1882.    A  hearing  was  had  ''to  ascertain  the  character  of  the  land  and 
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the  status  of  all  existing  claims.'^  As  a  result  of  tbat  hearing,  the 
application  for  patent  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  your  office  sus- 
tained that  action,  and  the  Department  affirmed  your  office  judgment. 
(Searl  Placer,  11  L.  D.,  441.) 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  applicant  that  the  judgment  in  the 
Searl  placer  ^'was  a  complete  and  final  acyudication^''  that  the  land 
embraced  therein  was  not  placer  ground,  and  could  not  be  entered  as 
such,  hence  the  adverse  claim  tiled  by  Searl  et  aLy  based  as  it  is  upon 
land  forwhich  application  for  patent  has  been  rejected,  ought  not  to  be 
accepted  by  the  Department  as  a  legal  or  pro|>er  adverse  claim,  and  its 
application  should  be  received  and  patent  issue  notwithstanding. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  enter  into  an  extended  discussion  of 
the  propositions  suggested  by  counsel.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose 
of  disposing  of  this  case  to  say  that  so  far  as  the  record  here  shows  the 
Department  is  ousted  of  all  jurisdiction  until  the  case  now  in  court  is 
finally  disposed  of.  Under  the  provisions  of  section  2320,  when  the 
adverse  claim  is  filed  all  proceedings  in  the  Department  ^^ shall  be 
stayed  until  the  controversy  shall  have  been  settled  or  decided  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction.'' 

Last  Chance  Mining  Co.  r.  Tyler  Mining  Co.,  157  U.S.,  683;  Rich- 
mond Mining  Co.  r.  Eose,  114  U.  8.,  576;  Jamie  Lee  Lode  r.  Little  Fore- 
paugh  Lode,  11  L.  D.,  391;  Reed  r.  Hoyt,  1  L.  D.,  603. 

The  judgment  of  the  Department  in  the  Searl  Placer  case  went  only 
to  the  extent  of  rejecting  the  application  for  patent.  The  Department 
did  not  assume  to  declare  the  location  of  the  placer  voiu,  as  contended 
by  counsel,  nor  did  the  judgment  affect  the  possessory  rights  of  the 
contestant  to  it. 

Your  office  judgment  is  affirmed. 


HOMESTE Al>  KNTRY— MARRIED  WOMAN— RESI  1>EXCE. 

WlLHELMINA  ROTH. 

The  rule  that  separate  settlement  claims  cannot  be  maintained  by  husband  and  wife 
at  the  same  time  on  difierent  tracts,  will  not  defeat  equitable  action  on  a  home- 
stead entry  made  by  a  single  woman,  who,  prior  to  the  completion  of  her  cUim, 
marries  a  man  having  an  unperfected  homestead  entry,  if,  at  such  time,  the  period 
of  residence  under  his  claim  authorized  the  submission  of  final  proof  thereon. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  13,  1896.  (E.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  32,  T.  23  S.,  R.  38  W.,  Dodge 
City  land  district,  Kansas. 

The  record  shows  that  on  July  19,1887,  Wilhelmina  Roth,  then  Wil- 
helmina  Huber,  made  homestead  entry,  Garden  City  series,  for  the 
above  described  tract. 

The  record  shows  that  on  August  4, 1894,  Wilhelmina  Roth  made 
final  proof,  after  the  usual  published  notice,  for  the  tract  covered  hy 
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her  entry,  which,  on  September  21, 1894,  was  rejected  by  the  local  office* 
Upon  appeal,  yonr  office  decision  of  December  4,  1894,  affirmed  the 
action  of  the  local  officers. 

It  appears  that  on  July  29, 1891,  the  appellant  was  married  to  Wil- 
helm  Both,  who  had  on  May  15, 1886,  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
NW.  J  of  Sec.  32,  T.  23  S.,  E.  38  W.,  and  final  certificate  therein  issued 
May  31, 1893.  Patent  issued  on  March  23, 1894,  to  Wilhelm  Joliann 
Both.  The  final  proof  submitted  by  the  appellant  on  August  4, 1894r 
was  rejected  by  yonr  office  and  the  local  office  for  the  reason  that  resi- 
dence  could  not  be  maintained  by  husband  and  wife  on  separate  tracts 
at  the  same  time. 

In  the  final  proof  of  the  appellant  it  is  shown  that  she  established 
actual  residence  on  the  land  in  September,  1887,  and  has  resided  thereon 
ever  since.  The  improvements  consist  of  a  firame  house  twenty  four 
by  twenty  eight  feet,  shingle  roof,  granary  twenty  by  twenty  feet,  frame, 
shingle  roof  and  stone  floor,  a  stable  fourteen  by  twenty  feet;  four  acres 
fenced  with  barbed  wire,  and  about  thirty-two  acres  under  cultivation, 
the  improvements  altogether  being  valued  at  $600. 

In  the  foregoing  recital  it  appears  that  Wilhelm  Roth  made  entry  on 
May  15, 1886,  and,  therefore,  at  the  date  of  his  marriage,  July  21, 1891, 
to  the  appellant  he  had  been  residing  upon  his  claim  for  a  period  of 
over  five  years,  and  his  wife  had  been  residing  upon  the  land  covered 
by  her  entry  for  something  over  four  years. 

The  Department  has  frequently  held  that  separate  claims  by  hus- 
band and  wife  can  not  be  maintained  by  each  continuing  a  separate  resi- 
dence upon  the  tracts  respectively  claimed.  In  this  case,  though,  it  is 
to  be  noted,  that  the  husband  had  earned  his  claim  by  residence  prior 
to  the  marriage }  he  remained,  however,  on  his  separate  claim  until  the 
receipt  of  final  certificate,  evidently  through  a  mistaken  view  of  the 
law  which  led  him  to  think  such  continued  residence  necessary.  At 
the  same  time  his  wife  continued  her  residence  upon  her  claim. 

While  the  general  rule  is  that  the  residence  of  the  wife  is  presumed 
to  be  that  of  her  husband,  in  this  case,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances, 
and  of  the  full  compliance  with  the  law  by  the  husband,  and  of  the 
manifest  good  faith  on  the  part  of  both  parties,  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  equities  of  appellant  are  such  as  are  entitled  to  recognition. 
I  have,  therefore,  to  direct  that  the  case  be  referred  to  the  board  of 
equitable  adjudication  on  the  ground  that  she  resided  in  good  faith 
npon  the  tract  claimed  by  her,  and  that  she  should  not  be  made  to 
sufier  by  the  mistake  of  her  husband  in  the  interpretation  of  the  law 
applicable  to  his  claim.  As  her  proof  was  not  made  within  the  seven 
years  it  will  be  necessary,  for  this  reason  also,  that  the  case  go  to  the 
board. 
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XVIBEKCE-PRACnCE— BlSHEABCre, 

Benesh  v.  Ealashek. 

An  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  comee  too  late  when  raised  for  the 
first  time  on  appeal. 

A  certified  copy  of  an  indictment,  verdict,  and  sentence,  are  properly  admissible  as 
evidence  tending  to  establish  a  charge  embraced  in  the  ifisaes  tried  and  deter- 
mined in  the  prior  criminal  proceeding. 

A  leheariug  will  not  be  granted  to  give  a  party  an  opportunity  to  impeach  or  dis- 
credit the  witnesses  of  the  opposite  party,  especially  where  it  is  not  eren 
alleged  that  the  evidence  thus  sought  to  be  introduced  is  newly  discovered. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  Majj/ 

18,  1896.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

On  November  17,  1892,  Frank  Benesh  initiated  a  contest  against 
lioinestead  entry  No.  1540,  made  by  Frank  Kalashek  May  24, 1889,  for 
the  E.  i  of  the  NW.  J  and  lots  1  and  2  of  Sec.  18,  T.  U  N.,  K.  4  W., 
Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma,  land  district,  charging  that  ''the  said 
Frank  Kalashek  did  enter  npon  and  occupy  a  portion  of  the  lands 
declared  open  to  entry  and  settlement  by  the  act  of  Congress,  March 
2, 1889,  and  the  President's  proclamation  of  March  23, 1889,  prior  to 
12  o'clock,  noon,  of  April  22,  1889,  and  subsequent  to  March  2, 1889, 
contrary  to  law."  Thereupon,  a  hearing  was  duly  ordered,  due  notice 
thereof  given,  and  the  case  went  to  trial  August  8,  1893,  at  which  tiie 
contestant  was  present  in  person  and  by  counsel,  and  the  contestee  by 
counsel  only. 

The  contestant  rested  the  submission  of  his  evidence  in  chief  August 
9th,  and  the  case  was  continued  until  the  following  day,  August  10, 
1893,  on  which  counsel  for  Kalashek  moved  for  a  continuance  of  the 
case  for  sixty  days  on  the  grounds  of  the  absence  of  his  client  from  the 
Territory  "under  judicial  restraint"  being  "confined  in  the  United 
States  prison  at  Lansing,  Kansas,"  and  thereby  "  unable  to  attend  iu 
person  and  give  his  testimony  in  said  case,"  that  his  testimony,  and  a 
certified  copy  of  his  testimony  "  given  in  the  case  of  the  United  States 
f?.  Lemuel  Perry,  and  the  United  States  r.  Anton  Caha  "  were  material 
and  important  to  the  issue  in  this  case,  and  that  counsel  was  not  aware 
of  the  materiality  of  this  testimony  until  contestant  had  closed  his  ca^^e 
and  could  not  therefore  safely  proceed  with  the  introduction  of  testi- 
mony. Contestant  at  once  agreed  to  the  filing  of  all  testimony  of  record 
in  the  cases  of  United  States  r.  Perry  and  United  States  v.  Caba  as 
evidence  at  any  time  within  sixty  days,  or  after  that  time,  if  iu  the 
judgment  of  the  local  ofiieers  "  due  diligence  has  been  used  by  defend- 
ant to  procure  same,"  and  moved  that  the  case  be  closed  subject  to  such 
agreement,  which  motion  was  sustained,  and  the  motion  for  continuance 
otherwise  overruled ;  and  on  October  12, 1893,  no  such  testimony  having 
been  filed,  the  local  officers  closed  the  <  ase. 

On  March  31, 1894,  the  local  office  decided  that  the  evidence  sustained 
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the  charge  of  the  contestant  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the 
said  entry,  and  that  contestant  be  awarded  the  preference  right  of 
entry.  April  23rd,  following,  eontestee,  by  his  attorney,  moved  for  a 
rehearing  of  the  case,  which  haying  been  overmled  by  the  local  office, 
he  doly  appealed.  The  decision  of  your  office  under  date  April  3, 1895, 
affirmed  the  action  and  decision  of  the  local  office,  throughout,  and 
held  the  entry  for  cancellation.  Kalashek  brings  his  appeal  here, 
assigning  as  error,  generally,  that  the  decision  of  your  office  is  against 
the  law  and  evidence  and,  in  addition,  as  follows: 

in  finding  affirmatively  that  the  local  office  had  committed  no  error  in  their  action 
on  the  following  enbetantial  aUegatione  of  error  in  the  appeal  of  the  defendant 
from  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office: 

(a)  In  refusing  and  overruling  a  motion  for  continuance. 

{b)  In  admitting  oral  testimony  to  establish  facts  alleged  to  exist  in  the  record. 

(e)  In  admitting  the  record  of  the  case  of  the  U.  S.  v$.  Kalashek  and  considering 
it  as  evidence  in  the  case. 

(d)  In  requiring  Kalashek  to  proceed  with  the  trial  after  his  enforced  absence  was 
shown  and  prematurely  closing  the  case. 

(e)  In  making  the  cose  special  and  decidinj;  it  out  of  its  regular  order,  thereby 
preventing  an  application  to  have  the  case  re-opened  before  a  decision  was  rendered. 

(/)  In  denying  a  re-hearing  ou  the  showing  made. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  case  before  the  local  office  the  contestant  put 
in  evidence  a  duly  certified  copy  of  the  indictment,  verdict  of  guilty 
and  sentence  of  Kalashek  for  perjury,  in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
Kalashek,  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Kansas;  the  perjury  consisting,  as  shown  by  said  certified  copy,  in  his 
fiftlsely  swearing  in  the  case  of  Anton  Hauck  v.  William  Kobert  Wil- 
liams, before  the  local  land  office  at  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma  Territory, 
that  himself  (Kalashek)  and  said  Hauck  did  not  enter  the  Oklahoma 
country  until  after  12  o'clock,  noon,  of  the  22nd  of  April,  1889,  whereas, 
in  tmth  and  in  fact,  they  both  entered  said  country  long  prior  to  that 
hour  and  subsequent  to  March  23, 1889. 

Two  witnesses  at  the  hearing,  one  of  whom  was  said  Hauck,  testified 
to  seeing  Kalashek  within  the  Oklahoma  country,  at  Raymond's  sod 
house  near  the  land,  on  the  morning  of  April  22, 1889,  several  hours 
before  noon;  two  others  testified  to  admissions  by  Kalashek  of  similar 
import  made  out  of  court;  and  two  others,  in  addition  to  one  of  tAiose 
last  above  mentioned,  three  in  all,  testified  to  hearing  Kalashek  admit 
to  the  same  eflect  under  oath  while  a  witness  in  the  case  of  United 
States  V.  Gaha  in  the  United  States  district  court  at  Wichita,  Kansas, 
in  March,  1893. 

Considering,  now,  the  alleged  errors  of  the  local  officers,  above 
qaoted,  the  record  shows  that  the  motion  for  continuance  was  granted 
except  as  to  testimony,  other  than  that  alleged  of  record,  of  Kalashek, 
who  was  then  incarcerated  in  the  Kansas  State  Penitentiary  under 
sentence  March  31, 1893,  for  the  term  of  one  year  and  one  day,  upon 
conviction  of  perjury  hereinbefore  indicated,  and  who  could  not  there- 
fore have  testified  orally  at  the  hearing  within  the  sixty  day's  continu- 
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ance  asked  (Par.  6,  Bole  20  of  Practice).  Furthermore,  the  motion  did 
not  set  out  the  facts  to  which  he  would  testify  if  present  (Paragraph 
3,  Id.).  There  had  been  ample  time  between  the  personal  notice,  May 
11, 1893,  to  Kalashek,  and  the  date  of  the  hearing,  to  have  takeo  his 
deposition  under  the  Rules  (23  and  24).  No  application  was  made  at 
any  time  to  take  it.  Under  all  the  circumstances,  and  in  yiew  of  cou- 
testaut^s  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion  that  contestee's  case  was  not  preju- 
diced by  the  overruling  of  his  said  motion. 

The  ^^oral  testimony"  claimed  to  have  been  improperly  admitted  is 
that  relating  to  Kalashek's  admissions  as  a  witness  in  the  said  case  of 
United  States  v,  Oaha,  it  being  assumed,  apparently,  by  contestee  that 
his  testimony  in  that  case  formed  part  of  the  record  of  the  court 
therein.  As  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  that  case  appears  to  have 
been  acquiesced  in  without  appeal  or  writ  of  certiorari,  there  is  no  foun- 
dation for  the  above  assumption.  But,  even  if  Kalashek's  testimony 
were  of  record  in  that  case,  so  that  the  same  or  a  certified  copy  thereof 
might  have  been  introduced  in  evidence,  he  cannot  now  be  heard  to 
assign  the  admission  of  said  ^'oral  testimony''  as  error,  on  appeal,  for 
the  reason  that  he  did  not  object  to  it  as  secondary  evidence  when  it 
was  offered. 

The  certified  copy  of  the  said  indictment,  verdict  and  sentence  were 
clearly  admissible  as  evidence  tending  to  show  the  truth  of  the  charge 
of  ^^soonerism"  against  Kalashek. 

What  has  been  already  said  herein  in  the  matter  of  the  motion  for 
continuance  sufficiently  disposes  of  the  specification  as  to  requiring 
Kalashek  to  proceed  with  his  case.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  case 
was  prematurely  closed  before  the  local  office. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  case  was  made  special  nor  decided  out  of 
its  order. 

One  ground  urged  in  the  motion  for  rehearing  before  the  local  office 
was  that,  if  granted  opportunity  contestee  would  impeach  and  contra- 
dict the  witnesses  who  testified  to  his  presence  in  Oklahoma  Territory 
on  tbe  morning  of  April  22, 1889.  No  reason  is  suggested  why  con- 
testee's  witnesses,  saving  only  himself,  were  not  brought  forward  at 
the  hearing.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  re-hearing  will  not  be  granted 
simply  to  give  a  party  opportunity  to  impeach  or  discredit  witnesses 
of  the  opposite  party,  and  especially  when  it  is  not  even  alleged  tbat 
the  testimony  thus  sought  to  be  introduced  is  newly  discovered  (Sutton 
et  at.  V.  Abrams,  7  L.  D.,  136).  The  other  grounds  for  this  motion 
were  incorporated  in  the  alleged  errors  which  I  have  already  sufficiently 
considered.    The  local  office  properly  overruled  this  motion. 

The  evidence  abundantly  sustains  the  charge  made  by  the  contestant. 
Kalashek  was  disqualified  to  make  said  entry  by  reason  of  his  violation 
of  the  act  of  March  2,  1889,  and  the  President's  proclamation  in  pur- 
suance thereof,  in  entering  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  on  the  morning 
of  April  22,  1889.  The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed.  His  entry 
will  be  canceled  and  Benesh  be  given  the  preference  right  of  entry. 
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OKLAHOMA  HOMESTEAIJ-COMMUTATION. 

Guy  M.  Hatfield. 

The  iioii-to¥mBite  affidavit,  form  4-102c,  required  in  the  ease  of  an  Oklahoma  home- 
stead commnted  under  section  21,  act  of  May  2,  1890,  though  not  expressly  pro- 
vided for  in  said  act,  is  a  proper  regulation  in  the  execution  thereof;  and  the 
affidavit  thus  required  should  be  executed  within  the  county  or  district  where 
the  laud  is  situated. 

Secretnry  Smith  to  the  Commissiane^'  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  May 

13, 1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  October  14, 1893,  Guy  M.  Hatfield  made  application,  No.  1677,  to 
enter  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  15,  T.  20  N.,  R.  9  W.,  Oklahoma,  under  section 
2290,  Revised  Statutes. 

December  11, 1894,  he  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  submit  commu- 
tation proof,  and  on  January  24, 1895,  such  proof  was  submitted,  and 
final  certificate  No.  14  was  issued.  The  non-townsite  affidavit  (form 
4-1 02c),  required  to  be  filed  in  cases  of  commuted  homestead  entries  in 
Oklahoma,  was  omitted. 

April  11, 1895,  your  office,  by  letter  *<  C  "  of  that  date,  instructed  the 
register  and  receiver  to  notify  Hatfield  of  said  omission,  and  to  allow 
him  sixty  days  within  which  to  file  said  affidavit,  and  that  upon  failure 
to  do  so  his  entry  would  be  canceled,  without  further  notice. 

On  May  6, 1895,  Hatfield  appealed  from  said  decision,  and  at  the 
same  time  made  an  affidavit  before  a  notary  public,  in  Benton  county, 
Arkansas,  in  which  he  states  that  he  made  said  entry  for  agricultural 
purposes,  and  that  it  was  not  then  used  for  a  townsite,  and  is  not  now 
60  u8ed« 

On  the  20th  of  January,  1896,  having  obtained  one  of  the  printed 
forms  used  in  such  cases,  he  filled  the  blanks  and  made  the  required 
oath  before  the  county  clerk  of  Benton  county,  Arkansas. 

Two  questions  are  presented  by  the  appeal : 

1st.  Has  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  authority  to 
require  the  filing  of  a  non-townsite  affidavit  as  a  part  of  the  commuta- 
tion proof,  under  Sec.  21  of  act  of  May  2, 1890  (26  Stat.,  81). 

2d.  If  he  has,  is  the  affidavit  now  submitted  a  compliance  with  said 
requirement? 

By  letter  "C  of  May  9, 1891  (Vol.  75,  Oklahoma  letter-press  copy- 
book, page  399),  your  office  ordered  registers  and  receivers  in  Oklahoma 
to  require  applicants  to  commute  homestead  entries  to  file  non-townsite 
affidavits,  and  furnish  them  with  blank  form  4-102c. 

While  said  act  of  May  2, 1890,  contained  no  express  authority  for 
issuing  such  order,  the  law  provided  a  method  for  commuting  a  home- 
stead to  a  cash  entry  for  townsite  purposes  at  ten  dollars  per  acre, 
while  for  strictly  homestead  purposes,  the  commutation  price  was  much 
less.    Without  some  such  regulation  as  the  one  in  question,  the  law 
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anthorizing  commutation  of  homestead  entries  for  townsite  purpoises 
coald  be  abused  and  evaded,  and  frauds  practiced  upon  the  govern- 
ment. The  power  to  provide  against  the  evasion  of  the  law,  by  neces- 
sary and  reasonable  regulations  in  its  execution,  is  implied,  where  the 
exercise  of  such  i)ower  is  not  violative  of,  or  inconsistent  with  the  law 
itself.  The  order  in  question  is  a  reasonable  one,  not  inconsistent  with 
the  law,  but  in  ftirtherance  of  its  parpose,  and  will  have  the  force  and 
effect  of  law  nntil  revoked. 

This  disposes  of  the  appeal,  and  the  question  remains,  is  the  affidavit 
now  offered  a  compliance  with  the  law  and  said  order. 

This  question  is  answered  in  the  case  of  Edward  Bowker  (11  L.  D., 
361),  wherein  it  is  held,  that  such  affidavits  must  be  made  inside  of  the 
county  or  district  where  the  land  is  situated. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  approved,  with  the  modification, 
that  Hatfield  will  be  allowed  sixty  days  from  notice  of  this  decision 
within  which  to  file  the  required  affidavit 


BAZLBOAD  GRA:irr— BEUKQUISHMSirr* 

Obaff  v.  Pasohold  et  ax.. 

The  rellnqnlthment  by  a  railroad  company  of  a  tract  falling  within  the  terms  of  its 
grant  can  not  be  accepted,  if  prior  thereto  the  company  has  parted  with  its  tills 
to  said  land. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  i5, 1896.  (W.  M.  W.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Joseph  Graff,  Sr.,  fh>m  your  office 
decision  of  September  7, 1895,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  the  E.  J  of  the  N  W.  J  of  Sec.  29,  T.  7  N.,  E.  7  E.,  Lin- 
coln, Nebraska,  land  district. 

This  tract  is  within  the  twenty  mile  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Bnr- 
lington  and  Missouri  River  Bailroad  Company  under  the  act  of  Jnly  2, 
18G4  (13  Stat.,  356),  south  of  its  road  and  opposite  that  part  of  the 
road  which  was  definitely  located  June  22, 1865.  At  date  of  definite 
location  the  records  of  your  office  show  no  entry  or  filing  upon  said 
land. 

On  June  5,  1871,  George  A.  Mohrenstricker  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  tract,  which  was  canceled  by  relinquishment  January  22, 1872. 

On  February  26,  1872,  L.  G.  Herman  Mahn  made  homestead  entry 
for  said  tract.  Said  entry  was  canceled  by  your  office  December  1, 
1873. 

On  March  17, 1874,  John  Krause  made  homestead  entry  for  it,  which 
entry  was  canceled  by  your  office  July  16, 1875. 

On  February  17, 1888,  Adolph  H.  Wessel  made  homestead  applica- 
tion to  enter  said  tract. 
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On  February  9, 1892,  Ghristmn  Paschold  made  application  to  enter 
said  tract  as  an  additional  homestead. 

On  February  23, 1894,  Joseph  Graff,  Sr.,  made  application  to  enter 
said  tract  nnder  the  homestead  law. 

On  February  20, 1894,  Seibelt  Poppenga  made  application  to  enter 
said  tract  under  the  homestead  law,  and  also  to  contest  the  right  of 
Paschold  to  enter  the  land  in  question. 

Each  of  these  applications  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  on  the 
ground  that  it  conflicted  with  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company. 

Each  of  the  applicants  appealed. 

On  September  13,  1894,  your  office  held  that  the  land  in  question 
passed  to  the  railroad  company  under  its  grant,  and  is  not  subject  to 
entry,  and,  therefore,  affirmed  the  judgments  of  the  local  officers  reject* 
ing  eacb  of  said  applications. 

The  applicants  Jbo  enter  appealed  to  the  Department. 

White  thtt  appeals  were  pending  here,  and  before  the  cases  were 
reached  for  disposition  in  their  order,  Oii  August  13,  1895,  Messrs. 
Thompson  and  Slater  addressed  to  you  a  letter,  as  follows: 

Hon.  8.  W.  Lamoreux, 

CommUMioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

Waehinfion,  D,  C. 
Sir  :  We  have  the  honor  to  respecifnlly  refer  to  yonr  letter,  dated  September  13, 

1894,  DiyisioD  F.,  ititials  J.  8.  J.,  and  to  yonr  letter  of  February  12,  1895,  same 
division,  initials  J.  F.  S.  We  beg  leave  to  waive  the  right  of  the  Burlington  and 
Missouri  Biver  JKailroad  Company  to  said  land  in  favor  of  ChriBtian  Paschold,  and 
to  request  that  it  be  patented  to  said  Christian  Paschold. 

Very  respectthlly, 

Thompson  &  Slatbr, 

Attorney 9  B,  f  M,  R,  B,  Cp. 

This  letter  was  transmitted  to  the  Department,  and  on  August  19^ 

1895,  its  receipt  was  acknowledged,  and  thereupon  the  papers  were 
returned  to  your  office  without  departmental  action. 

On  September  7, 1895,  your  office  accepted  the  company's  waiver  of 
its  right  to  the  land,  without  admitting  its  right  to  waive  in  favor  of 
any  particular  person,  and,  after  referring  te  certain  affidavits  filed  in 
the  cases^  held  that 

none  of  the  parties  acquired  any  right  under  their  respective  applications,  made  at 
a  time  when  the  land  was  not  subject  to  entry,  and  that  now,  the  bar  to  entry  hav- 
ing been  removed  by  the  company's  waiver  of  its  right,  Paschold  has  the  superior 
Tight  to  enter  and  should  be  permitted  to  do  so  upon  making  application  in  due  form. 

Graff  appeals. 

One  of  the  errors  assigned  is  as  follows: 

5.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  deciding  that  Paschold  has  the  superior  right  to 
enter  and  should  be  permitted  to  do  so  upon  making  application  in  due  form,  for  the 
reason  that  the  question  of  the  right  of  said  parties,  or  any  of  them,  to  make  new 
entry,  according  to  law,  was  not  before  the  Commissioner  for  determination  and 
the  Commissioner  had  no  right  to  determine  said  question. 
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The  holding  of  your  office  that  none  of  the  parties  acqaired  any 
rights  under  their  respective  applications  was  unqaestionably  right. 
The  further  holding  that  Paschold  has  the  superior  right  to  make  entry 
of  the  land  in  the  future,  in  case  he  may  see  fit  to  make  proper  applica- 
tion therefor,  is  clearly  erroneous. 

The  most  important  question,  however,  is,  whether  the  land  in  ques- 
tion is,  under  its  present  status,  subject  to  entry  and  disposition  under 
the  public  land  laws.  This  question  must  be  determined  before  any 
steps  can  properly  be  taken  toward  such  disposition. 

The  alleged  relinquishment  of  the  railroad  company  does  not  run  to 
the  United  States.  It  is  not  signed  by  any  officer  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany. It  is  signed  by  a  firm  of  attorneys,  who  are  not  shown  to  have 
authority  from  the-company  to  convey  real  estate.  It  only  relinquislies 
the  land  in  favor  of  Christian  Paschold,  and  requests  that  it  be  pat- 
ented to  him.  After  the«case  was  returned  to  your  office  viz.,  on  Sei>- 
tember  6,  1895,  the  same  attorneys  addressed  another  letter  to  you, 
inclosing  the  affidavit  of  Joseph  Hansel  and  Ernest  Ehrlich,  and  saying: 

The  said  company,  in  view  of  the  faot  that  Paschold  is  in  possession  of  the  land 
and  has  made  ralnable  improyemeuts,  does  not  make  claim  to  said  land.  The  com- 
pany is  aware  of  the  fact  that  this  land  is  within  the  limits  of  its  grant,  but  desires 
to  protect  the  settlers  and  its  patrons,  and  therefore  waives  aU  of  its  righttt  in  favor 
of  the  said  Christian  Paschol<]^  and  requests  that  a  patent  be  issued  to  him  at  an 
early  day. 

The  affidavit  of  Hansel  and  Ehrlich,  forwarded  with  this  letter, 
shows  that  on  October  19, 1893,  Adolph  Wessel  purchased  the  west 
half  of  the  land  in  question  for  the  sum  of  8600;  that  Wessel  made 
quite  a  number  of  payments  upon  said  land  to  said  railroad  company, 
and  afterward  sold  by  written  contract  all  his  right,  title,  claim,  interest 
and  demand  to  said  land  to  Christian  Paschold;  that  on  the  19th  day 
of  October,  1893,  Christian  Paschold  purchased  from  the  railroad  com- 
pany the  east  half  of  the  land  in  question,  and  agreed  to  pay  $600  for 
it;  that  he 

paid  said  company  the  sum  of  9^.00,  and  took  their  contract  in  writing  at  that  date, 
which  is  No.  22,540,  and  the  same  is  signed  by  J.J.  McFarland,  Commissioner:  A.  A« 
Mead,  Secretary. 

There  is  also  an  affidavit  of  Christian  Paschold  in  the  record  before 
me,  which  refers  to  the  above-mentioned  contracts  of  purchase  from  the 
railroad  company,  varying  only  as  to  their  date,  which  he  says  was 
October  19, 1883.  He  also  sets  out  a  copy  of  the  agreement  between 
Adolph  H.  Wessel  and  said  Paschold,  wherein  Wessel,  in  oonsideratiou 
of  $1,000,  sold  to  Paschold: 

The  east  one  half  of  the  east  one  half  (E.  i  of  the  E.  i)  of  the  northwest  qnarter 
<K\V.  i)  and  the  west  half  of  the  east  half  ( W.  ^  of  the  E.  i)  of  the  northwest  qnar- 
ter (N\V.  ^),  all  of  section  twenty-nine  (29)  town  seven  (7)  range  seven  (7),  east  of 
the  6th  P.  M.,  containing  acres  more  or  less. 
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This  land  Las  never  been  patented  to  the  railroad  company.  The 
granting  act,  section  19  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  356-364), 
provides: 

That  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  eoDstniotion  of  said  road,  there  be,  and 
hereby  is,  g^nted  to  the  said  Burlington  and  Missouri  River  Railroad  Company, 
every  alternate  section  of  public  land  (excepting  mineral  lands  as  provided  in  this 
act)  designated  by  odd  numbers,  to  the  amount  of  ten  alternate  sections  per  mile  on 
each  side  of  said  road,  on  the  line  thereof,  and  not  sold,  reserved,  or  otherwise  dis^ 
posed  of  by  the  United  StJites,  and  to  which  a  pre-emption  or  homestead  claim  may 
not  have  attached  at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed. 

This  language  clearly  imports  a  present  grant,  and  although  the 
20th  section  of  the  act  provides  for  the  issuance  of  patents  to  lands 
granted  by  it,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  granting  act  itself  passed  such 
a  title  to  the  company  to  the  land  in  question  as  to  require  a  formal 
conveyance  or  waiver  by  the  company  through  the  action  of  an  officer 
or  agent  of  the  company  who  has  the  power  to  convey  ite  real  estate. 
There  is  nothing  to  show  that  Thompson  and  Slater,  who  filed  the 
company's  waiver,  were  such  officers  or  agents  of  the  company,  or  had 
the  power  to  convey  its  real  estate. 

The  relinquishment  or  waiver  of  tho  company's  rights  under  the 
grant,  if  it  were  made  in  due  form  by  a  competent  officer  of  the  com- 
pany, could  not  be  accepted  by  the  government  as  the  matter  now 
stands,  ibr  the  reason  that  it  appears  that  the  company,  through  its 
authorized  officers,  has  sold  the  land  in  question,  and  whatever  right 
the  company  had  to  it  under  its  grant  is  vested  in  Paschold.  Under 
such  circumstances,  it  is  clear  that  the  land  dep{v*tment  cannot  acquire 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  controversies  respecting  the  land,  or 
dispose  of  it  under  the  public  land  laws,  for  the  reason  that  the  land 
involved  is  not  public  land  of  the  United  States. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  your  office  decision  of  September  7, 1895, 
is  reversed.  And  your  office  decision  of  September  13, 1894,  in  so  far 
as  it  holds  that  the  land  in  question  is  not  subject  to  entry,  and  its 
action  rejecting  the  applications  of  Adolph  H.  Wessel,  Christian 
Paschold,  Joseph  Graff,  Sr.,  and  Seibelt  Poppenga  to  enter  said  land, 
is  hereby  affirmed. 

HOMESTEAD  EXTRY-FrN'AL.  PROOF-RESIDENCB. 

William  B.  lioss. 

Temporary  absences  occasioned  by  the  homestemler's  physical  incapacity  to  per- 
sonally improve  and  onltivate  the  land  do  not  impeach  the  good  faith  of  his 
residence. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

13^  1896.  (A.  E.") 

In  this  cafie  William  B.  Eo8s  made  homestead  entry  on  March  8, 
1887,  for  the  8 W.  J,  Sec.  28,  Tp.  30  S.,  R.  45  W.,  Lamar,  Colorado.    On 
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November  4, 1893,  Boas  submitted  final  proof;  as  this  showed  that  he 
had  been  absent  ftom  the  land  keeping  a  hotel,  he  was  called  apon  by 
your  office  letter  of  Jnly  23, 1894,  to  furnish  an  affidavit.,  duly  corrob- 
orated, definitely  stating  the  number  and  duration  of  his  absences  and 
why  he  had  cultivated  the  land  for  two  seasons  only.  The  answer  of 
Boss  not  being  deemed  sufficient  to  excuse  his  failure  to  live  upon  the 
land  continuously,  your  office,  on  November  8, 1894,  held  the  entry  for 
cancellation* 

From  this  Boss  appealed,  and  with  his  appeal  files  an  addional  affi- 
davit. This,  together  with  the  proof,  shows  that  Boss  used  the  land 
the  first  three  seasons  for  grazing  purposes^  that  he  has  placed  upon 
the  land  improvements  to  the  value  of  $1,200,  consisting  of  sod  house, 
frame  house,  frame  barn,  buggy  shed,  cattle  shed,  corral,  eighty  acres 
under  three  wire  fence,  sixty  acres  of  breaking,  and  seventy-five  forest 
trees;  that  he  broke  four  acres  the  first  year,  twenty  in  1892,  and  sixty 
in  1893;  that  he  is  a  man  over  sixty  years  of  age,  and  an  invalid  and 
unable  to  do  hard  labor;  that  when  he  settled  on  the  land  it  was  sixty 
miles  from  the  nearest  railroad,  and  he  engaged  in  the  hotel  business  in 
order  to  obtain  money  with  which  to  improve  and  cultivate  his  claim; 
that  he  has  maintained  no  other  legal  residence  but  on  the  land  since 
1887,  and  has  not  voted  in  any  other  precinct.  He  likewise  shows  that 
he  has  ns^d  the  land  for  agricultural  purx)oseB  each  year  since  entry. 

The  continuous  improvement  and  cultivation  of  this  land  by  Bo9(s, 
the  fact  that  he  was  compelled  to  work  at  some  other  occupation 
because  of  his  inability  to  perform  manual  labor,  his  adhering  to  the 
land  as  his  place  of  legal  residence,  all  indicate  his  good  faith  and 
practical  compliance  with  the  homestead  law.  His  absences  were  only 
occasioned  by  the  necessities  of  the  case.  Being  physically  incapaci* 
tated  to  personally  perform  acts  of  cultivation  and  improvement,  it 
was  no  violation  of  the  spirit  of  the  homestead  act  for  him  to  engage 
in  other  works  when  the  proceeds  of  said  work  were  used  to  fulfill  the 
acts  which  the  law  required.  All  the  actions  of  Boss  in  this  case,  in 
and  about  his  claim,  indicate  good  faith,  and  the  results  show  despite 
great  difficulties  a  substantial  and  even  successfal  compliance  with 
the  law. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  your  office  decision  is  reversed,  and  you  will 
accept  the  final  proof  and  pass  the  entry  to  patent. 


COAL.  LAXD— PROTEST— ASSIGNMENT— REL.INQUISHMENT. 

OUIMETTE  V.  O'CONNOB. 

On  the  offer  of  final  proof  under  a  coal  declaratory  statement,  and  the  appearance 
of  an  adverse  claimant  who  protests  against  the  allowance  of  said  proof,  the 
protestant  should  not  be  required  to  introduce  testimony  if  the  final  proof  at 
submitted  is  clearly  insufficient  under  the  regulations. 

The  purchaser  of  the  improvements  made  by  a  prior  claimant  under  a  coal  declara> 
tory  statement  acquires  no  priority  of  right  thereby,  if  an  aasignment  of  the 
right  to  purchase  from  the  government  hns  not  been  made  as  provided  in  par* 
agraph  37  of  the  regnlations  of  July  31,  1882. 
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On  the  rclinqnishmeiit  of  a  coal  declaratory  statcnietit  the  improvements  made 
thereunder  inure  to  the  benefit  of  a  valid  adverse  elaim  then  asserted  for  the 
tract  involved. 

Sections  2348  and  2349,  R.  S.,  do  not  require  that  a  coal  claimant  mnat  have  opened  a 
mine  on  the  land  at  the  time  of  filing  a  declaratory  statement  therefor. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Gommis9ianer  of  the  General  Lani  Office^  May 

13j  1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involveji  herein  is  the  K  i  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  22,  T.  19  N,, 
B.  6  E.,  Olympia,  Washington,  land  district. 

Charles  S.  Bridges  Aled  coal  declaratory  statement  for  said  tract 
An^st  28, 1893.  April  7, 1894,  Jeremiah  O'Connor  filed  a  coal  declar- 
atory statement  alleging  that  he  came  into  possession  of  the  land 
March  21, 1894,  but  failing  to  state  whether  he  had  opened  a  vein  of 
coal  thereon.  October  2, 1894,  Bridges  relinquished  his  right  to  the 
laud,  and  on  the  same  day  Norbert  Oaimette  filed  a  declaratory  state- 
ment, execnte<l  September  29, 1894,  alleging  that  he  came  into  poifises- 
siou  of  the  land  on  September  14tb ;  that  he  has  expended  $5,000.00  in 
labor  and  improvements  on  a  coal  mine;  and  that  the  improvements 
consist  of  '*a  regular  gangway  500  feet  long,  chutes,  counter  gangway, 
air  chutes  well  and  safely  timbered,  1600  feet  of  rails,  coal  bunkers, 
switches  and  stable,  (and)  a  vein  of  coal  4^  feet  in  thickness."  Novem- 
ber 5, 1894,  he  filed  an  affidavit  alleging  that  O'Connor  is  not  a  lawful 
claimant  for  the  land,  has  made  no  legal  filing,  and  is  in  all  respects 
seeking  to  acquire  title  unlawfully  and  to  the  serious  injury  of  the  affi- 
ant. He  therefore  requested  to  be  allowed  to  cross-examine  O'Connor 
and  his  witnesses  when  O'Connor  oiiers  his  final  proof. 

November  9, 1894,  O'Connor  appeared  and  without  notice  to  Ouimette 
made  application  and  oath  before  the  register  of  the  local  office,  sub- 
stantially in  the  form  prescribed  by  paragraph  23  of  the  circular  of 
July  1, 18S2, 1  L.  D.,  687,  in  cases  where  title  is  sought  by  private  entry 
under  Sec.  2347  E.  S.  With  the  application  he  filed  two  corroboratory 
affidavits,  from  which  it  appears  that  he  had  not  opened  any  vein  of 
coal  on  the  land. 

At.  the  same  time  Ouimette  filed  a  protest,  sworn  to  October  8, 1894, 
as  follows: 

Now  comes  Norbert  Oniniette  coal  claimant  for  the  above  tract  and  under  oath 
protects  against  the  purchase  of  the  same  by  one  Jeremiah  O'Connor,  who  chvims 
priority  of  tiling  and  advcrBe  possession.  That  said  O'Connor  maile  no  improve- 
ments prior  to  affiant's  filing  and  his  improvements  thereon.  That  affiant  has  by 
purchase  and  otherwi8e  made  valuable  improvements  upon  said  laud  opening  up  a 
coal  mine,  and  working  the  same.    That  said  improvements  are  worth  about  $5,000. 

That  said  O'Connor  has  opened  no  mine  and  made  no  developments  as  required  by 
law,  and  this  affiant  is  prepared  to  subBtantiate  these  charges  whenever  and 
wherever  the  Hon.  Register  of  the  U.  S.  land  office  Olympia,  Wash.,  to  whom  this 
IB  directed,  may  direct  an  investigation,  and  such  investigation  is  the  prayer  of  this 
affiant. 

Thereupon  the  local  officers  suspended  action  on  the  proof  oft'ered  by 
O'CoAnor,  and  ordered  a  hearing  for  December  12, 1894, 
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Ou  the  da  J-  :;pi>ointed  for  tbe  hearing  Ouimette  moved  that  O'ConuoA 
proof  be  rejected  because  of  its  insafficiency  and  that  his  declaratory 
statement  be  held  for  cancellation.  The  motion  was  denied.  The 
attorney  for  Ouimette  then  made  the  following  statement:  ^'It  appear- 
ing that  the  proof  of  O'Connor  is  absolutely  insufficient  upon  its  face, 
claimant  Ouimette  has  no  testimony  to  offer  in  rebuttal  and  will  take 
exceptions  to  the  ruling  and  exercise  his  right  of  appeal  to  the  Hon. 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office."  The  local  officers  there- 
upon dismissed  Ouimette's  protest,  and,  on  the  holding  that  O'Connor's 
proof  is  sufficient  under  paragraph  23  of  the  regulations  of  July  31, 
1882,  accepted  the  purchase  money  and  issued  duplicate  receipt  to  him. 

December  26, 1894,  Ouimette  appealed  to  your  office. 

December  31, 1894,  O'Connor,  without  notice  to  Ouimette,  filed  an 
affidavit  in  the  form  prescribed  by  paragraph  32  of  the  regulations  of 
July  31, 1882,  alleging  that  he  has  expended  9350.00  in  making  improve- 
ments on  the  land;  that  his  improvements  consist  of  the  following 
work: — '^ Cutting  trails  through  the  timber,  so  the  land  could  be  pros- 
pected and  surveyed.  Surveyed  the  tract;  worked  upon  coal  veins 
thereon;  (and)  following  and  tracing  coal  veins  preparatory  to  active 
mining  operations.''  This  affidavit  is  insufficient  under  paragraph  16 
of  the  regulations  of  July  31,  1882,  in  that  O'Connor  did  not  state 
whether  he  had  '^opened  and  improved"  any  coal  mine  on  the  land. 

March  25, 1895,  your  office  rendered  decision  on  Ouimette's  appeal, 
treating  him  as  a  contestant  and  dismissing  his  ^^contest"  on  the  hold- 
ing that  the  insufficiency  of  O'Connor's  proof  is  a  matter  solely  between 
O'Connor  and  the  government,  that  Ouimette  can  not  be  heard  to 
object  to  O'Connor's  proof^  and  that  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  intro- 
duce evidence  in  support  of  his  allegations.  Ouimette's  coal  declara- 
tory statement  was  therefore  rejected  and  O'Connor's  entry  was 
suspended  to  be  further  considered  in  the  event  of  the  decision 
becoming  final. 

Ouimette's  appeal  from  said  decision  brings  the  case  before  me  for 
consideration. 

Your  office  erred  in  treating  Ouimette  as  a  mere  contestant.  He  was 
an  adverse  claimant,  and  therefore,  umier  the  regulations  of  July  31, 
1882,  his  motion  should  have  been  granted  to  the  extent  of  rejecting 
O'Connor's  proof,  which  was  insufficient  under  paragraphs  18,  19  and 
20  of  the  regulations  of  July  31, 1882, 1  L.  D.,  087.  No  useful  purpose 
could  have  been  subserved  by  cross-examining  O^Connor  and  his  wi^ 
nesses.  In  view  of  the  insufficient  proof  made  by  O'Connor  Ouimette 
could  not  be  required,  at  the  time  set  for  the  hearing,  to  introduce  testi- 
mony under  his  protest,  or  to  ofter  proof  in  supi>ort  of  his  claim  of 
prior  right  It  follows  that  your  office  erred  in  suspending  O'Con- 
nor's entry  for  further  consideration,  and  in  rejecting  Ouimette's  coal 
declaratory  statement.  The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly 
reversed. 
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Ouiinette'B  protest,  above  set  oat,  is  not  very  definite.  It  Sfems  that 
he  did  not  open  a  vein  of  coal  on  the  land,  bat  that  Bridges,  the  prior 
claimant,  had*opened  a  vein  and  made  valuable  improvements,  and 
that  be  bases  his  claim  of  prior  right  mainly  upon  the  work  done  by 
Bridges.  Oaimette  acqaired  no  right  whatever  by  his  purchase  of 
the  improvements,  as  Bridges  made  no  assignment  of  the  right  to 
purchase  under  paragraph  37  of  the  regulations  of  July  SI,  18S2^ 
Immediately  upon  the  filing  of  Bridges^  relinquishment  the  work  done 
by  him  on  the  land  inured  to  O'Connor's  benefit  if  O'Connor's  claim 
was  valid.  What  the  nature  of  this  work  was  does  not  appear.  The 
mere  inference  that  the  work  consisted  of  the  opening  of  a  vein  of  coal 
does  not  warrant  the  finding  that  such  is  a  fact. 

In  an  argument  filed  while  the  case  was  pending  in  the  your  office, 
Ouimette  stated  that  he  is  in  possession  of  the  land  and  is  developing 
a  well-known  coal  mine,  and  that  the  superior  court  of  Pierce  county, 
wherein  the  land  is  situated,  has  enjoined  O'Connor  from  interfering 
with  his  work.  In  an  argument  filed  in  support  of  his  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  your  office  he  alleges  that  O'Connor,  on  the  strength  of  the 
duplicate  receipt  issued  to  him  by  the  local  officers,  has  been  placed  in 
possession  of  the  land  by  an  order  of  said  court.  These  statements 
could  have  no  weight  in  the  case  even  if  they  were  properly  before  me 
as  evidence,  as  the  orders  of  the  courts  in  regard  to  the  possession  of 
the  land  do  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  Ouimette  that  a  coal  claimant  must  at 
the  time  of  his  application  have  opened  a  vein  of  coal  and  that  he  must 
so  allege  in  his  declaratory  statement,  and  that  O'Connor's  declaratory 
statement  is  insufficient  as  it  does  not  in  this  respect  follow  the  form 
prescribed  by  paragraph  28  of  the  regulations  of  July  31, 1882. 

Section  2348  B.  S.  provides  as  follows: 

Any  person  or  association  of  persons  severally  qualified,  as  above  provided,  who 
have  opened  and  improved,  or  shall  hereafter  open  and  improve,  any  coal  mine  or 
mines  upon  the  pnblio  lands,  and  shall  be  in  actual  possession  of  the  same,  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  preference-right  of  entry,  under  the  preceding  section,  of  the  mines  so 
opened  and  improved. 

Section  2349  E.  S.  provides  that: 

All  claims  under  the  preceding  section  must  be  presented  to  the  register  of  the 
proper  land-district  within  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  actual  possession  and  the 
commencement  of  improvements  on  the  land,  by  the  filing  of  a  declaratory  state- 
ment therefor. 

Paragraph  28  of  the  regulations  of  July  31, 1882,  provides  that  the 
declaratory  statement  must  substantially  follow  the  form  prescribed  by 
said  paragraph.  The  following  statement  is  found  in  the  form,  with 
reference  to  the  improvements  on  the  land :  "  that  I  have  located  and 
opened  a  valuable  mine  of  coal  thereon,  and  have  expended  in  labor 

and  improvements  on  said  mine  the  sum  of dollars,  the  labor 

and  improvements  being  as  follows."    This  form  need  only  be  substan- 
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tially  followed,  and  was  intended  for  an  applicant  who  bad  '^ opened'^ 
a  vein  of  coal.  As  sections  2348  and  2349  B.  S^  do  not  reqoire  that  a 
claimant  must  have  opened  a  mine  on  the  land  at  the  time  of  present- 
ing his  claim  O'Oonnor's  declaratory  statement  is  sufficient. 

The  fact  that  O^Gounor  had  been  in  possession  of  the  land  from 
March  21,  1894,  to  November  9,  1894,  the  date  of  his  proof,  without 
opening  a  vein  of  coal,  and  that  he  offered  insufficient  proof  without 
notice  to  Onimette,  is  suggestive  of  bad  faith  but  does  not  warrant  a 
finding  on  that  question.  As  the'  proceedings  before  the  local  officers 
appear  to  have  been  unskilfully  conducted,  and  as  the  record  before  me 
is  unsatisfactory,  both  parties  should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  sub- 
mit evidence  in  support  of  their  respective  claims.  You  will  therefore 
direct  the  local  officers  to  order  a  hearing  between  Onimette  and  O'Con- 
nor at  which  O'Connor  will  be  allowed  to  show  whether  jBridges  had 
opened  a  vein  of  coal  on  the  land  prior  to  the  filing  of  his  relinquish- 
ment, October  2, 1894,  and  at  which  the  parties  may  introduce  such 
further  evidence  as  to  them  seems  proper. 


BAILBOAB  GRANT— ADJFSTMENT^LATEBAL  LIMITfik 

Fay  v.  Union  Pacific  By.  Co. 

An  applicant  for  a  tract  of  land  falling  within  the  limits  of  a  railroad  grant  u 
adjusted  on  the  map  of  definite  location,  cannot  be  heard  to  allege  that  the  land 
is  in  fact  ontside  the  limits  of  the  grant  as  shown  by  actual  measurement  from 
the  line  of  road  as  constructed. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  OenenU  Land  Office^  May 

13j  1896.  (E.  M.  E.) 

This  case  involves  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  25,  T.  18  8.,  E.  6  W.,  formerly 
Larned,  now  Dodge  City  land  district,  Kansas. 

The  record  shows  that  in  March,  1884,  the  local  officers  rejected  the 
application  of  George  W.  Fay  to  file  preemption  declai^atory  statement 
for  the  above  described  tract.  Upon  appeal  on  July  26,  1884,  your 
office  decision  was  rendered  affirming  the  action  of  the  local  officers. 

This  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Union  Pacific  rail- 
way company,  and  nothing  appears  of  record  as  a  pre-existing  valid 
adverse  right  prior  to  the  grant  being  adjusted  upon  the  definite  loca- 
tion of  the  road.  The  tract  of  land  is  within  the  limit  of  the  road  so 
adjusted. 

The  sole  reason  for  the  appeal  is,  that  by  actual  measurement  the 
tract  of  land  is  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  line  of  the  road  of  said 
company,  and,  consequently,  could  not  pass  to  the  said  railway  company. 

In  Scott  V.  Kansas  Pacific  railway  comi^any  (5  L.  D.,  468),  the  method 
of  adjusting  railroad  grants  was  determined  to  be  as  follows: 

The  lateral  limits  of  the  grant  are  determined  by  drawing  lines  on  each  side  of  the 
rente  of  the  road  through  a  series  of  points,  at  the  precise  distance  therefrom  of  tlie 
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width  of  tho  granty  on  taugential  lines,  the  arcs  having  a  radius  equal  to  the  width 
of  the  grant  on  each  side  of  the  road.  By  this  system  any  point  on  the  lateral  limit 
will  be  distant  the  length  of  such  radius  from  some  point  on  the  road  as  located. 

In  Van  Wyck  v.  Knevals  (106  XJ.  S,,  360,  page  369  thereof),  Mr.  Justice 
Field  said: 

As  to  tbe  alleged  deviation  of  the  road  constructed  from  the  road  laid  down  in  the 
map,  admitting  such  to  he  the  fact,  the  defendant  is  in  no  position  to  complain  of  it; 
tho  lands  in  controversy  are  within  the  require;!  limit,  whether  that  he  measured 
from  one  line  or  the  other.  A  deviation  of  route  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  so 
far  as  to  take  the  road  beyond  the  lands  grauted,  might,  perhaps,  raise  the  question 
whether  the  grant  was  not  abandoned;  but  no  such  question  is  here  presented.  The 
deviation  within  the  limits  of  the  granted  lands  in  no  way  infringes  upon  any  rights 
of  the  defendant. 

The  Department  in  the  case  of  the  Gliicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis 
and  Omaha  railway  company  (6  L.  D.,  209),  passed  upon  the  question 
at  issue  in  which  it  held  (syllabus) : 

Delations  in  the  construction  of  the  road  from  the  line  of  definite  location,  ren- 
dered necessary  to  avoid  engineering  obstacles,  or  remedy  defects  in  the  original 
location,  not  destroying  the  identity  of  the  road  constructed  with  the  one  located, 
and  confined  within  the  limits  of  the  grant,  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  company 
to  the  land  conferred  by  the  grant. 

From  these  authorities  it  will  appear  that  the  rights  of  the  road 
attach  and  are  adjusted  upon  the  basis  of  the  map  of  the  definite  loca- 
tion a«  filed.  It  would  follow,  that  anywhere  within  the  grant  so  defi- 
nitely located  the  road  may  be  actually  constructed:  and  without  pass* 
ing  upon  the  question  of  what  would  be  the  efifect  upon  the  grant  were 
the  road  constructed  outside  of  such  fixed  boundaries,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say,  that  it  may  be  constructed  anywhere  within  said  boundaries  as 
determined  by  the  map  of  definite  location. 

The  appellant  in  this  case  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  that  the  tract 
of  land  sought  to  be  entered  by  him  is  in  fact  more  than  twenty  miles 
from  the  constructed  road ;  such  action  has  not  redounded  to  his  iiljury, 
and  the  railroad  gets  no  more  by  reason  of  taking  on  one  side  of  the 
track  land  more  distant  than  twenty  miles,  because  there  would  be  a 
corresponding  loss  upon  the  other  side. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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HOMESTEAD  ENTRY-ALIENATION-COKTRACT  TO  OONVET. 

Dawson  et  al.  v.  Higgins. 

An  agreement  for  conveyance  that  ooald  not  be  enforced  in  a  salt  to  compel  specific 
performance,  and  tiiat  may  be  avoided  by  the  payment  of  a  money  considera- 
tion, does  not  operate  as  a  disqualification  of  the  entryman,  nor  will  a  contract 
that  is  simply  a  pledge  for  the  payment  of  money;  and  es]>ecially  will  snch  con- 
tracts be  so  regarded  where  they  appear  to  have  become  of  no  effect  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  CommUHoner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  i5, 1896.  (K  B.,  Jr.) 

This  case  involves  the  8W.  J,  section  33,  T.  12  K,  B.  3  W.,  Okki- 
homa  Territory,  and  comes  before  me  on  appeal  by  John  M.  Dawson 
and  the  West  Oklahoma  Townsite  Company  from  the  decision  of  Jan- 
nary  20, 1896,  by  your  office,  sustaining  the  homestead  entry,  No.  9660, 
of  Robert  W.  Higgins  made  at  Oklahoma  Oity,  Oklahoma  Territory, 
March  6, 1895,  for  the  land  above  described,  and  accepting  and  approv- 
ing Higgins'  final  proof  for  the  same. 

On  Jnne  29, 1894, 1  decided  the  case  of  Higgins  et  al.  v.  Adams  (18 
L.  D.,  598),  involving  the  said  tract,  awarding  the  preference  right  to 
make  homestead  entry  thereof  to  Higgins.  In  that  case  said  Dawsou 
and  the  West  Oklahoma  Townsite  claimants  said  Higgins  and  others 
were  contestants  against  the  entry  of  Adams,  and  the  question,  only, 
of  "  soonerism  "  and  priority  of  right  to  the  land  were  decided.  Mo- 
tions for  review  and  rehearing  were  denied  by  me  January  30  and  Jane 
5,  1895,  respectively.  Your  said  office  decision  further  sets  out  the 
record  and  states  as  follows: 

The  record  now  here  shows  that  on  March  6,  1895,  Robert  W.  Higgins  at  your 
office,  made  homestead  entry  No.  9660,  for  the  SW.  i.  Sec.  33,  T.  12  N.,  R.  3  W.,  I.  M. ; 
that  on  August  21,  1893,  John  M.  Dawson  filed  in  yonr  office  an  affidavit  of  contest, 
corroborated  by  one  Mrs.  F.  £.  Carter.  This  affidavit  referred  in  terms  to  the  con- 
test case  of  "John  M.  Dawson  v,  Robert  W.  Higgins  and  J.  C.  Adams,"  averred 
Dawson's  acquaintance  with  ''  Robert  W.  Higgins,  one  of  the  contestants  in  the 
above  entitled  action,"  and  charged  on  information  and  belief,  that  ''said  Higgini 
made  a  contract  with  different  parties  to  convey  a  portion  of  said  land  to  said  par- 
ties in  consideration  of  certain  sums  of  money  paid  to  him  as  soon  as  he  could  obtain 
title  to  said  land;  that  said  contract  and  agreement  were  illegal  &o. ;  that  by  mal:- 
ing  said  agreement  and  contract  Higgins  disqualified  himself  from  making  entry  for 
said  lands.''  In  conclusion  affiant,  Dawson,  asked  that  you  order  a  hearing  on  the 
charge  made. 

April  3, 1895,  said  John  M.  Dawson  filed  in  yonr  office  an  affidavit  corroborated  by 
one  Miller,  entitled  "John  M.  Dawson  r.  Robert  W.  Higgins,  supplementary  and 
amendatory  affidavit  of  contest,''  being  amendatory,  as  he  declares,  of  his  aforesaid 
affidavit  of  contest  of  August  21, 1893.  This  last  affidavit  sets  forth  in  detail  the  con- 
tract referred  to  in  the  aforesaid  affidavit  of  August  21, 1893,  which  contract  appearf 
to  have  been  made  between  Higgins,  Anson  Wall,  and  Samuel  Murphy  on  the  30th  day 
of  May,  1890.  For  an  ^'additional  oanse  of  action"  said  supplementary  affidavit 
charges  error  in  allowing  Higgins  to  make  homestead  entry  on  March  6,  1895, 
because  at  that  time  he,  Dawson,  was  residing  on  the  tract  iu  question  and  had  "» 
house,  fencing,  well,  stable,  outbuildings,  plowed  ground  and  divers  other  pemiii' 
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nent  and  valuable  improvemente/'  and  that  he  **  had  a  contest  pending  against  the 
said  B.  W.  Higgins/' 

March  23, 1895,  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  entry  of  Higgins  in  the  name  of 
the  "  West  Oklahoma  Townsite  Company "  was  duly  made  and  filed  by  Franklin 
Springer,  alleging,  on  information  and  belief,  that  said  Higgins  had  entered  into  a 
contract  with  one  William  W.  Batler,  or  W.  M.  Butler,  for  a  certain  consideration, 
to  deed  said  Bntler  '*  a  one  hnlf  interest  in  and  to  said  tract  of  land  when  title  is 
acquired  from  the  United  States." 

April  12,  1895,  a  stipulation  was  eutered  into  by  all  parties  and  filed,  fur  a  hearing 
on  the  17th  of  April,  1895,  ^*  to  determine  the  priority  of  rights  as  to  the  contestants, 
the  setting  of  said  cause  for  trial  to  be  determined  by  the  register  and  receiver 
on  that  date,  after  it  has  been  determined  which  of  said  contests  is  the  first  contest 
and  entitled  to  proceed  against  the  entry." 

In  this  matter  of  priority,  on  April  20,  1895,  yon  rendered  a  Joint  opinion  dismiss- 
ing both  affidavits  of  contest. 

From  this  opinion  Dawson  and  the  ''West  Oklahoma  Townsite  settlers"  (com- 
pany) duly  appealed,  by  their  respective  attorneys. 

March  6,  1895,  Higgins  duly  advertised  to  make  final  proof  on  his  entry  on  April 
13. 1896.  Upon  filing  the  stipulation  aforesaid,  and  pending  argument  and  decision 
therennder,  said  proof  was  set  down  for  April  22,  1895,  when  on  that  day  entryman^ 
Higgins,  and  his  advertised  witnesses  appeared  and  submitted  testimony.  Also 
appeared  John  M.  Dawson  by  his  attorneys  and  the  West  Oklahoma  Townsite  Com- 
pany, by  attorneys,  and  protesting,  proceeded  to  cross-examine  claimant. 

Dawson,  stating  the  contract  alleged  in  his  aforesaid  supplementary  affidavit  ot 
contest,  as  made  between  Higgins,  Wall  and  Murphy,  examined  Higgins  thereon. 
The  making  of  the  said  contract  or  agreement  was  admitted  by  Higgins.  It  was 
further  admitted  by  Higgins  that  he  had  made  another  contract  with  one  W.  M. 
Batler,  as  to  which  contract  Higgins  was  examined  by  counsel  for  the  Townsite 
Company. 
The  contract  stated  by  Dawson  was  as  follows : 

"  This  agreement  made  and  entered  into  at  Oklahoma  City  by  and  between  Anson 
Wall  and  Samuel  Murphy  parties  of  the  first  part,  witnesseth : 

"That  said  Anson  Wall  and  Samuel  Murphy  parties  of  the  first  part  agree  to  pay  to 
said  R.  W.  Higgins  the  sum  of  twenty  dollars  per  month  from  date  of  this  contract  to 
be  paid  in  four  equal  weekly  installments,  said  monthly  payments  to  be  paid  the  said 
R.  W.  Higgins  each  month  until  the  said  Higgins  has  a  hearing  and  determination 
of  a  contest  suit  now  pending  in  the  United  States  Land  Office  at  Guthrie,  Okla- 
homa Territory,  wherein  the  said  K.  W.  Higgins  et  ah  are  contestants  and  J.  C. 
Adams  is  contestee,  involving  title  to  the  SW.  i.  Section  33,  T.  12  N.,  R.3  W. 

"In  consideration  of  the  above  mentioned  $20  per  month  the  said  K.  W.  Higgins 
agrees  that  in  the  event  he  is  successful  in  the  above  meutiuned  contest,  that  he  will 
pay  said  Anson  Wall  and  Samuel  Murphy  a  sum  equal  in  value  to  one- fourth  of  the 
SW.  ^  of  Sec.  33,  T.  12  N.,  R.  3  W.,  or  in  the  event  of  his  being  unable  to  pay  said 
Bum  of  money  as  aforesaid,  he  will  make  and  execute  a  deed  to  one  undivided  one- 
foarth  of  said  SW.  i  to  the  said  Anson  Wall  and  Samuel  Murphy. 

"And  it  is  expressly  agreed  and  understood  by  and  between  the  parties  hereto  that 
ID  the  event  of  a  compromise  or  settlement  of  said  contest,  whereby  all  parties  above 
named,  with  the  said  Anson  Wall  and  Samuel  Murphy  shall  have  one-fourth  of  all 
Diooey  that  may  or  shall  be  obtained  by  said  R.  W.  Higgins  by  virtue  of  said  com- 
promise; or,  in  other  words,  it  is  understood  by  all  parties  hereto  that  said  Wall 
and  Mnrphy  are  to  become  interested  in  the  land  heretofore  described  to  the  extent 
of  one-foorth  or  forty  acres,  and  whatever  disposition  may  be  made  of  the  same,  the 
said  Wall  and  Murphy  are  to  have  one-fourth  interest  in  the  same. 
"Signed  and  sealed  at  Oklahoma  City  this  30th  day  of  May,  1890. 

[SBAL.]    "Ansos  Wall, 
[seal.]    "Samuel  Murphy. 
[SEAL.]    "  Robert  W.  Higgins.'' 
10332— VOL  22 35 
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Upon  the  close  of  the  cross  examination  the  case  was  continned  to  April  23, 1805, 
and  again  to  May  6^  18%.  ''  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  claimant  to  famish  for 
inspection  the  original  agreement  made  by  entryman  Higgins  with  Wm.  Butler.'* 

May  6,  1895,  said  original  agreement  was  submitted  to  yon  and  a  certified  copy 
mnde  and  attached  to  claimant's  proof. 

Thereafter,  on  Juno  1, 1895,  you  endorsed  on  Higgins'  final  proof  "  rejected  because 
of  the  adverse  claims  of  J.  M.  Dawson  and  the  West  Oklahoma  Townsite  Co.,  30  days 
allowed  for  appeal/' 

From  this  rejection  Higgins  duly  appealed. 

In  your  letter  of  June  15, 1895,  transmitting  the  rejected  proof  of  Higgins  and  hi? 
appeal,  you  say: 

''Our  action  in  rejection  is  not  supposed  to  cause  any  bias  favorably  toward  tbe 
plaintiff,  but  merely  to  have  your  honor  determine  tbe  question  of  contract,  &c.— 
all  of  which  Uobert  W.  Higgins  is  frank  enough  to  admit.'' 

The  certified  copy  of  the  agreement  of  Higgins  with  Butler,  attached  to  his  said 
proof,  reads: 

State  of  Kansas  Montgoury  Co. 

Caney  May  8ihj  18S9. 
This  agreement  made  and  entered  into  by  Robert  W.  Higgins  and  William  Butler 
and  S.  A.  Higgins  wife  of  Rob«'rt  W.  Higgins  and  M.  S.  Butler  wife  of  William  But- 
ler Partys  of  first  Robert  W^.  Higgins  and  S.  A.  Higgins  Partys  of  first  for  the  con- 
siderat  of  money  to  Bild  a  Hose  the  cost  to  not  to  exceed  three  hundred  Dollars  By 
second  Partys  William  Butler  and  M.  S.  Butler  also  Second  Partys  are  to  furnish 
money  to  Fenc  ^  Section  of  said  land  heare  in  after  discribed  with  Post  and  three 
wire  and  the  Second  Partys  is  Pay  all  Expense  not  Exceed  $250.00  Securing  the  title 
to  the  S  W.  I  of  Sec.  33  of  T.  12  of  B.  3  west  and  the  said  Partys  of  PMrst  is  the  legal 
owner  of  said  described  Land  and  has  Witness  to  Prove  tbe  Same  as  his  homestead 
by  the  Presidents  Proclamation  on  said  Lands  in  Oklahoma  and  that  the  first  Agree 
and  hold  Binding  at  the  Expiration  of  Sixth  moth  Or  as  the  time  may  be  fixed  by  the 
Land  Commissioner  to  Proove  up  said  Land  as  Specific  by  Law.  The  firstys  Partys 
is  to  Relinquish  to  the  Second  Partys  one  Fourth  its  value  of  said  land  Sec.  33  T 12 
of  R  3  West  in  Oklah  i(na  for  the  Provisions  Mention  heare  in  the  Second  Partys  is 
to  Bild  the  hose  for.rth  with  and  to  fence  the  same  aa  Describe  amediately. 

(Signed)  Robert  W.  Higgins, 

S.  A.  HiGOixs, 
William  Bctlkb, 

H.  S.  BUTLKR. 

Wifcneas: 

T.  W.  Hodges. 
Witness  to  Robert  W.  Higgins  and  William  Bntler*s  signature: 

F.  G.  Dye. 

It  is  contended  in  support  of  the  appeal  here  that  the  contracts  above 
set  forth,  and  which  Higgins  admits  he  executed,  conclusively  estab- 
lish his  disqualification  as  an  entryman,  and  that  the  rejection  of  liis 
final  proof  and  the  cancellation  of  his  entry  must  necessarily  follow. 

It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  entryman  that  these  contracts  were 
before  the  Department  in  connection  with  the  motion  for  a  rehearing 
heretofore  mentioned  and  their  effect  determined  at  that  time  by  reason 
of  which  that  question  is  res  judicata.  It  is  further  claimed  that  said 
contracts  are  not  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  alienation  or 
agreement  to  alienate  the  land  claimed  under  the  homestead  law,  and 
hence  do  not  affect  Higgins'  qualification  as  a  homestead  entryman. 
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It  is  true  the  contract  between  Higgins  on  the  one  side  and  Anson 
and  Wall  on  the  other  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department 
in  connection  with  the  motion  for  review  and  rehearing  in  the  former 
case.  The  question  presented  as  to  this  part  of  the  case  was  as  to 
whether  the  decision  sought  to  be  reviewed  was  in  error,  in  that  it  did 
not  hold  that  it  was  error  on  the  part  of  the  local  officers  to  exclude 
testimony  ofiered  at  the  hearing  to  show  that  Higgins  had  disqualified 
himself  as  an  entryman  for  this  tract,  by  reason  of  having  executed  a 
contract  to  convey  an  interest  in  said  land.  The  Department  held  that 
the  facts  presented  did  not  show  proper  ground  for  a  review  or  rehear- 
ing. This  determination  did  not  necessarily  involve  the  question  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  execution  of  that  contract,  nor  did  it  prevent  the  pres- 
entfition  of  that  question  in  a* proper  manner  at  a  later  date.  The 
doctrine  of  res  judicata  ought  not  to  be  applied  in  this  case. 

If  these  contracts,  or  either  of  them,  are  of  that  character  which 
would  make  o,  prima  facie  case  against  Higgins  then  his  entry  should 
be  canceled  or  a  further  hearing  ordered  to  disclose  all  the  facts  in 
connection  therewith. 

The  affidavit  required  as  preliminary  to  the  allowance  of  a  homestead 
entry  was  made  by  Higgins  on  March  2, 1895,  and  in  the  form  prescribed 
under  section  2290,  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  section  5  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095).  In  this  affidavit  he  alleges,  among 
other  things: 

That  I  do  not  apply  to  enter  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  speonlation,  but  in  good 
faith  to  obtain  a  home  for  myself,  and  that  I  have  not  directly  or  indirectly  made, 
and  win  not  make,  any  agreement  or  contract  in  any  way  or  manner,  with  any 
person  or  persons,  corporation  or  syndicate  whateyer  by  which  the  title  which  I 
might  acquire  ^om  the  government  of  the  United  States  should  inure,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  to  the  benefit  of  any  person  except  myself. 

With  his  final  proof  he  submitted  an  affidavit,  as  required,  in  which 
he  alleged 

that  no  part  of  said  land  has  been  alienated,  except  as  provided  in  section  2288  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  and  that  I  am  the  sole  hanafide  owner  as  an  actual  settler. 

The  law  at  the  time  of  Higgins  settlement,  of  his  application  to 
make  entry  and  at  the  date  of  the  contracts  in  question,  required  the 
person  applying  to  make  a  homestead  entry  to  file  an  affidavit  stating, 
^Hhat  such  application  is  made  for  his  exclusive  use  and  benefit,"  and 
that  his  entry  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  actual  <' settlement  and  culti- 
vation, and  not  either  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  any 
other  person." 

The  object  of  the  requirement  is  the  same  in  both  cases,  that  is,  to 
prevent  the  making  of  an  entry  for  other  purposes  than  the  securing 
of  a  home.  The  more  certainly  to  obtain  this  object  the  law  was 
amended  to  require  statements  more  specific  in  character  than  were 
required  formerly. 
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The  agreement  with  Anson  and  Wall  is  not  an  absolute  agreement 
for  conveyance.  It  is  not  sach  an  agreement  as  would  in  a  salt  to 
compel  specific  performance  require  or  justify  a  decree  for  conveyance 
of  the  land.  This  statement  is  made  upon  the  theory  that  all  qaestion 
as  to  public  policy  is  eliminated.  It  is  an  agreement^  which  Higgius 
might  at  any  time  have  avoided  by  the  payment  of  a  mmiey  consider- 
ation. As  a  matter  of  fact;  he  states  upon  cross-examination  in  behalf 
of  Dawson,  that  the  agreement  had  been  rescinded  some  three  years 
prior  to  the  making  of  the  entry,  and  had  become  from  and  after  that 
time  null  and  void.  This  being  true  he  could  rightly  make  the  state- 
ments contained  in  his  preliminary  affidavit  so  far  as  this  contract  was 
concerned. 

The  contract  with  Butler,  if  it  be  given  any  force  at  all,  is  simply  a 
pledge  for  the  payment  of  money.  It  does  not  constitute  an  absolute 
agreement  ibr  conveyance. 

It  is  shown  by  the  testimony,  made  part  of  the  final  proof^  that  this 
agreement  became  of  no  effect  long  prior  to  the  date  of  the  entry  by 
the  failure  of  Butler  to  furnish  the  money  mentioned  therein. 

The  final  proof  of  Higgins  shows  a  foil  and  faithful  eomplianoe  with 
the  homestead  law  in  the  matters  of  settlement,  residence  and  improve- 
ments. His  conduct  in  connection  with  his  claim  to  this  land,  which 
has  been  under  consideration  in  one  shape  or  another  for  seven 
years,  has  been  such  as  to  impress  upon  one  familiar  with  the  case  the 
belief  that  he  has  acted  all  the  while  in  good  faith. 

After  carefully  considering  all  the  questions  presented  by  the  appeal 
in  this  case  in  the  light  of  printed  and  oral  arguments  on  both  sides, 
I  find  no  sufficient  reason  for  disturbing  the  conclusion  reached  in 
your  office. 

The  judgment  accepting  and  approving  Higgins'  final  proof  is  for 
the  reasons  herein  given  affirmed. 


IXNAL  PR0OF-PUBLICATI02f  OF  NOTIGB. 

MABION  J.  MiGKLS. 

The  Department  la  withoat  authority  to  permit  a  homesteader  to  snbmit  final  proof 
without  publication  of  notice. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Cammieeioner  of  the  General  LaauL  Office^  May 

13j  1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

Marion  J.  Mlckle  has  appealed  from  the  decision  of  your  office  deny- 
ing his  petition  to  make  final  proof,  without  publication  of  notice,  on  his 
homestead  entry  of  the  NE.  \  of  the  SE.  |  and  the  S.  ^  of  the  SE.  i  of 
section  12,  and  the  NW.  |  of  the  NE.  ^  of  section  13,  township  11  S., 
range  6  W.,  within  the  land  district  of  Huntsville,  Alabama. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  state  the  grounds  of  his  petition,  since 
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however  meritorioas  they  may  be,  this  Department  is  without  authority 
to  grant  the  relief,  the  statute  requiring  publication  of  notice  of  inten- 
tion to  make  final  proof  in  pre-emption  and  homestead  entries  being 
mandatory  in  its  terms.    20  Stats.,  472. 
The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


RAILROAD  LANDS-SECTION  5,  ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  188T. 

Beiley  V.  Beach  et  al. 

Under  an  application  to  perfect  title  tinder  section  5,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  it  is  not 
material  whether  the  purchase  from  the  company-  was  made  before  or  after  the 
passage  of  said  act,  if  made  in  good  faith  and  under  the  belief  that  the  title  of 
the  company  was  good. 

A  settlement  claim  acquired  with  full  knowledge  of  an  adverse  right,  asserted  under 
a  purchase  from  a  railroad  companji  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  purchase  under 
said  section. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  May 

13, 1896.  (F.  W.  0.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeals  filed  on  behalf  of  Mary  E.  Beach  and 
the  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  from  your  office  decision  of  March  14, 
1804,  holding  for  cancellation  the  selection  by  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  company  of  lots  1,  8,  9  and  16,  Sec.  1,  T.  16  K.,  R.  46  E., 
Walla  Walla  land  district,  Washington,  and  rejecting  the  application 
by  Mary  E.  Beach  to  purchase  said  land  under  the  provisions  of  section 
5  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  Stat.,  556). 

The  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  com- 
pany and  was  included  in  its  list  of  selections  filed  March  20,  1884. 

August  26, 1887,  Henry  C.  Briley  tendered  a  declaratory  statement 
for  lot  1,  of  said  section,  which  was  rejected  for  conflict  with  the  com- 
pany's selection,  and  he  appealed  to  your  office. 

On  October  31  following,  he  tendered  a  second  application  alleging 
settlement  August  17,  1887,  of  which  notice  was  given  the  company 
and  it  filed  objections  thereto  November  7, 1887. 

February  11, 1888,  Mary  E.  Beach  filed  an  application  to  purchase  the 
land  first  described,  under  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1887  (supra),  and  gave  notice  of  her  intention  to  submit  proof 
in  support  thereof.  To  this  application  the  company  also  filed  objec- 
tions. 

Hearing  was  held  between  Briley,  Mrs.  Beach  and  the  railroad  com- 
pany, to  determine  their  respective  rights  in  the  premises. 

From  the  record  made,  it  appears  that  one  James  A.  Smith  settled 
upon  this  land  during  the  year  1875,  and  lived  thereon,  cultivating  the 
land  until  1877,  when  he  sold  his  improvements  and  XK)Ssessory  claim 
to  Thomas  E.  Fitch  (the  former  husband  of  Mrs.  Beach),  who  moved 
upon  the  land  in  1883,  and  resided  there  until  his  death  in  1885. 
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On  April  25, 1883,  he  tendered  a  homestead  application  for  the  land 
involved,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  who  say,  in  this 
decision,  that  the  records  do  not  show  whether  an  appeal  from  this 
rejection  was  taken  or  not. 

Fitch  left  all  his  property  to  his  wife,  now  Mrs.  Beach,  who  continued 
to  reside  upon  and  improve  the  land,  the  improvements  being  valued  at 
f2,500. 

From  affidavits  filed  since  the  trial  of  the  case,  it  appears  that  she 
applied  to  and  contracted  with  the  company  for  the  purchase  of  this 
land  in  1885,  and  completed  her  purchase  on  July  9, 1887. 

This  is  objected  to  by  Briley  because  at  the  trial  she  swore  that  she 
purchased  of  the  company  in  July,  1887. 

Both  your  office  and  the  local  office  found  that  such  a  claim  existed 
to  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  company's  selection  as  would  bar  the 
same,  but  your  office  reversed  the  local  office  and  held  that  Mrs.  Beach 
could  not  purchase  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  because  she  had 
purchased  of  the  company  after  the  passage  of  said  act. 

From  a  review  of  the  matter  I  affirm  your  holding  as  against  the 
company  and  its  selection  will  be  canceled. 

In  the  matter  of  the  purchase  by  Mrs.  Beach  from  the  company,  the 
same  appears  to  have  been  made  in  entire  good  faith,  and  if  I  deemed 
it  material  as  to  when  the  purchase  was  made,  whether  prior  or  subse- 
quent to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  would  direct  further 
hearing,  but  in  view  of  the  holding  made  in  the  case  of  Andrus  et  ah  r. 
Balch  (22  L.  D.,  238),  the  same  is  immaterial. 

Briley's  claim  to  lot  No.  1,  is  based  upon  a  settlement  made  August 
17, 1887,  and  the  local  officers  found  that  it  was  made  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  existence  of  Mrs.  Beach's  claim.  It  was  not  therefore  such 
a  claim  as  would  bar  the  right  of  purchase  in  Mrs.  Beach.  Chicago, 
St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Railway  Co.  (11  L.  D.,  607);  Fulmde 
€t.  al  r.  Union  Colony  (16  L.  D.,  273). 

I  must,  therefore,  reverse  your  office  decision  denying  the  applica- 
tion to  purchase  made  by  Mrs.  Beach,  and  she  will  be  permitted  to 
complete  the  same,  and  Briley's  application  will  stand  rejected. 


DISPOSITION  or  IXDIA:Nr  LANDS-FIVE  PER  CENTITM  FUND. 

State  of  South  Dakota. 

The  payment  to  States  of  five  per  ceutiim  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  laads 
therein,  formerly  included  in  Indian  reservations,  authorized  by  section  2,  act 
of  March  3,  1857,  is  limited  to  the  St:it«s  in  the  Union  at  the  date  of  said  act. 

Section  13,  act  of  February  22,  1889,  providing  for  the  payment  to  the  State  of  live 
per  centum  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  public  lands,  contemplated  a  disposi- 
tion of  such  lands  for  the  benefit  of  the  government,  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
which  said  per  centum  might  be  paid,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  the  State  is 
not  entitled  to  said  per  centum  on  lands  disposed  of  under  the  general  provisious 
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of  section  21,  act  of  March  2,  1889,  as  said  disposals  are  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
creating  a  trast  fund  for  the  beuetit  of  the  Indians,  in  which  the  government 
has  no  interest  save  that  of  trustee;  but  the  State  is  entitled  to  said  per 
centum  on  homestead  entries  of  sai'l  lands  commuted  under  the  amendatory 
act  of  March  3,  1891,  as  in  such  cases  the  entryman  is  required  to  pay  the  gov- 
eriiiiieut  price  of  the  land  in  addition  to  the  payments  made  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Indians. 
The  special  appropriation  made  in  the  general  deficiency  act  of  March  2,  1889,  for 
the  beuetit  of  certain  States  on  account  of  their  claims  on  the  five  per  centum 
fund  is  not  to  be  taken  as  authorizing  the  payment  to  such  States  of  said  per 
centum  on  sales  of  Indian  lands  flir  any  period  of  time  except  the  one  specified 
in  said  act. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  13, 1896.  ( W.  M.  W.) 

By  your  office  letter  of  February  10, 1896,  you  transmitted  applica- 
tioDS  numbered  1,  2,  3  and  4,  of  the  State  of  South  Dakota,  making 
demand  for  the  payment  of  five  per  centum  of  the  estimated  net  pro- 
ceeds of  alleged  sales  of  public  lands  in  said  State,  and  in  view  of  the 
many  legal  questions  presented  in  connection  with  these  claiijis  you 
submit  them  for  consideration  and  such  instructions  relative  thereto  as 
may  be  deemed  proper. 

Application  No.  1, 

makes  application  and  demand  for  five  per  cent  of  the  net  proceeds  of  sales  of  lands 
'within  the  boundaries  of  what  is  known  as  the  opened  portion  of  the  Great  Sioux 
reservation  in  South  Dakota,  now  known  as  Sioux  lands.  Also  the  Sisseton  and 
Wapheton  reservation.    Also  the  Yankton  reservation. 

No.  2  makes  application  for  the  payment  of  five  per  centum  on  the 
value  estimated  at  $1.25  per  acre  of  all  the  land  embraced  in  the  fui- 
lowing  reservations: 

Pine  Ridge,  Rosebud,  Lower  Brnle,  Crow  Creek,  Cheyenne  River  and  Standing 
Rock— all  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota,  except  a  small  portion  of  Standing  Rock 
reservation  being  in  North  Dakota. 

No.  3  claims  five  per  centum  of  the  value  of  all  hinds  in  the  "  Sisse- 
ton and  Wapheton  reservations,  all  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota, 
retained  permanently  by  said  Indians." 

No.  4  makes  application  for  a  like  amount  for  all  lands  allotted  to 
Iiulians  in  the  Yankton  Indian  reservation. 

These  claims  are  made  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March 
3, 1857  (11  Stat.,  200),  and  under  section  13  of  the  act  of  February  22, 
ISiSD  (25  Stat.,  676-680),  and  are  based  upon  the  estimated  vakie  of  all 
the  land  included  in  said  reservations  at  ^1.25  per  acre. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1857,  required  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Laud  Office  to  state  an  account  between  the  United  States  and  the 
State  of  Mississippi,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 

wliat  sum  or  sums  of  money  are  due  to  said  State,  heretofore  unsettled,  on  account 
of  the  public  lands  in  said  State,  and  upon  the  same  principles  of  allowance  and 
settlement  as  prescribed  in  the  ''Act  to  settle  certain  accounts  between  the  United 
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States  and  the  State  of  Alabama/'  approved  the  aecoud  March,  eighteen  hundred 
and  fifty  five;  and  that  he  be  required  toinclnde  in  said  account  the  several  reserva- 
tions nnder  the  various  treaties  with  the  Chickasaw  and  Choctaw  Indians  within 
the  limits  of  Mississippi,  and  allow  and  pay  the  said  State  five  per  centum  thereon, 
as  in  case^of  other  sales,  estimating  the  lands  at  the  value  of  one  dollar  and  twenty 
five  cents  per  acre. 

Section  2  of  said  act  required  the  Commissioner  to 

also  state  an  account  between  the  United  States  and  each  of  the  other  States  upon 
the  same  principles,  and  shall  allow  and  pay  to  each  State  such  amouut  as  shall  thus 
be  found  due,  estimating  all  lands  and  permanent  reservations  at  one  dollar  and 
twenty  five  cents  per  acre. 

Under  said  act  an  accoant  was  stated  with  each  of  the  then  existing 
X)ublic  land  States  in  which  x>ermanent  Indian  reservations  were  situ- 
ated, and  payments  were  made  to  said  States  on  such  account. 

The  several  States  admitted  into  the  Union  since  March  3, 1857, 
have  been  provided  for  by  grants  in  the  respective  acts  admitting  them 
to  the  Union,  and  no  payments  have  been  made  nnder  the  act  of 
March  3, 1857,  to  States  admitted  since  that  act  was  passed. 

On  the  14th  day  of  September,  1886,  your  predecessor  transmitted 
to  the  Department  for  instruction  a  claim  made  by  the  State  of  Kansas 
to  five  per  cent  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  certain  Indian  lands  in 
that  State,  basing  its  claim  thereto  on  the  act  of  March  3«  1857;  and 
also  the  act  of  January  29, 1861  (12  Stat,  127),  admitting  Kansas  into 
the  Union. 

On  June  28, 1887,  Secretary  Lamar  delivered  an  opinion  on  the  claim, 
in  which  he  discussed  at  length  and  with  marked  ability  the  acts  of 
1857  and  1861.  He  held  that  section  2  of  the  act  of  1857  related  only 
to  the  States  in  the  Union  at  the  time  it  was  passed,  and  that  it  was 
not  applicable  to  States  subsequently  admitted  into  the  Union.  (See 
5  L.  D.,  712.)  The  authorities  cited  by  Secretary  Lamar  and  his  rea- 
soning respecting  the  inapplicability  of  the  act  of  1857  to  States 
admitted  into  the  Union  since  its  passage  seem  to  me  conclusively 
sustain  the  correctness  of  the  conclusion  reached  by  him.  I  am  abid- 
ingly satisfied  that  the  act  of  1857  is  not  in  any  sense  applicable  to  the 
State  of  South  Dakota. 

For  some  reason  Secretary  Lamar,  after  the  Kansas  claim  was 
denied  by  him,  submitted  the  question  to  the  Attorney  General  as  to 
whether  it  should  be  allowed  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of 
January  29, 1861  (12  Stat.,  127),  admitting  Kansas  into  the  Union, 
which  section,  in  effect,  was  the  same  as  section  13  of  the  act  of  Febru- 
ary 22,  1889  (25  Stat.,  676-680),  under  which  these  claims  are  made  on 
behalf  of  South  Dakota.  The  particular  question  submitted  to  the 
Attorney  General  was  as  follows: 

At  the  time  of  the  ndmissiou  of  Kausas  there  were  lorge  bodies  of  Indian  lands 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State,  although  not  within  its  political  jurisdiction, 
that  belonged  to  the  Indians  by  original  title  and  treaty  stipulations,  that  after  the 
admission  of  the  State  were  ceded  by  the  Indians  to  the  United  States  for  the  par- 
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pose  of  being  sold,  the  proceocls  to  constitnt^  a  fund  to  belong  to  the  Indians,  and 
the  question  presented  is  whether  the  State  of  Kansas  is  entitled  to  five  per  cent  of 
the  sales  of  said  lands. 

On  the  5th  day  of  March,  1888,  Attorney  General  Garland  rendered 
bis  opinion  on  the  question  sabmitted,  in  which  he  conchided  that: 

The  State  of  Kansas  is  not  entitled  to  five  per  cent  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of 
the  Indian  lands  .  .  .  which  the  United  States,  in  order  to  and  as  a  consideration 
for  the  extinguishment  of  their  title,  contracted  to  receive,  hold  in  trust,  and  pay 
to  the  Indiana. 

(Opinions  Attorneys  General,  Vol.  19, 117.) 

Section  13  of  the  a<;t  of  February  22, 1869,  supra,  providing  for  the 
admission  of  South  Dakota  and  other  States,  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  13.  That  five  per  centum  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  public  lands  lying 
within  said  States  which  shall  be  sold  by  the  United  States  subsequent  to  the  admis* 
sion  of  said  States  into  the  Union,  after  deducting  all  the  expenses  incident  to  the 
same,  shall  be  paid  to  the  said  States,  to  be  used  as  a  permanent  fund,  the  interest 
of  which  only  shall  be  expended  for  the  support  of  common  schools  within  said 
States,  respectively. 

So  far  as  the  payment  of  the  five  per  cent  on  sales  of  the  public 
lauds  is  concerned  this  is  substantially  the  same  provision  that  Con- 
gress has  made  for  the  several  States,  commencing  with  Ohio  (Sec.  7, 
Act  of  April  30,  1802,  2  Stat.,  175),  and  coming  down  through  Illinois 
(3  Stat.,  430),  Iowa  (5  Stat.,  790),  and  Kansas  (12  Stat.,  127).  As  to  the 
purpose  for  which  this  grant  is  made,  it  differs  from  most  of  the  earlier 
statutes  in  that  they  were  made  for  the  purposes  of  making  roads, 
canals,  internal  improvements,  etc.,  while  this  is  made  for  the  support 
of  common  schools.  The  object,  however,  for  which  the  grant  is  made 
IS  not  material  to  the  present  inquiries. 

The  real  questions  to  be  determined  in  considering  these  claims  are, 
what  constitutes  a  sale  of  the  lands  that  were  included  in  the  Sioux 
Indian  reservation  set  apart  by  Article  II  of  the  treaty  of  February 
24,  1869  (15  Stat.,  635-636),  and  the  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  Indian 
reservation  by  the  third  article  of  the  treaty  of  February  19,  1867  (15 
Stat.,  506). 

By  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  888),  a  portion  of  the  Sioux 
reservation  was  divided  into  separate  reservations,  called  Pine  Bidge, 
Rosebud,  Standing  Bock,  Cheyenne  Biver,  Lower  Brule  and  Grow 
Creek  reservations,  and  restored  the  lands  in  the  Great  Sioux  reserva- 
tion outside  of  these  reservations  to  the  public  domain.  Said  act 
became  effective  upon  the  assent  of  the  Indians  thereto  and  by  procla- 
mation of  the  President,  dated  February  10,  181J0  (26  Stat.,  1554). 
Section  21  of  said  act  provides  that  all  the  lands  in  the  Great  Sioux 
reservation,  outside  of  the  separate  reservations  described  in  the  act 
above  named. 

Are  hereby  restored  to  the  public  domain and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the 

United  States  to  actual  settlers  only,  under  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law 
(except  section  two  thousand  three  hundred  and  one  thereof)  and  under  the  law 
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relating  to  towusitcs:  Provided,  That  each  settler,  under  and  in  accordance  with 
the  provisiouH  of  said  homsteatl  actn  shall  pay  to  the  United  States^  for  the  land  bo 
taken  by  him,  in  addition  to  the  fees  provided  by  law,  the  sam  of  one  dollar  and 
twenty  live  centn  per  acre  for  all  lands  disposed  of  within  the  first  three  years  after 
the  taking  effect  of  this  act,  and  the  snm  of  seventy  five  cents  per  acre  for  all  lands 
disposed  of  within  the  next  two  years  following  thereafter,  and  tifty  cents  per  acre 
for  tlie  residue  of  the  lands  then  undisposed  of.  ...  .  I'hat  all  lands  herein  opened 
to  settlement  under  this  act  remaining  undisposed  of  at  the  end  of  ten  years  from 
the  taking  effect  of  this  act  shall  be  taken  and  accepted  by  the  United  States  aod 
paid  for  by  said  United  States  at  fifty  cents  per  acre,  which  amount  shall  be  added  to 
and  credited  to  said  Indians  as  part  of  their  permanent  fund,  and  said  lands  shall 
thereaft-er  be  part  of  the  public  domain  of  the  United  States,  to  be  disposed  of 
under  the  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  provisions  of  this  act-. 

It  is  clear  that  Congress  did  not  intend  to  restore  these  lands  to  the 
public  domain  by  the  use  of  the  words,  "are  hereby  restored  to  the  pub- 
lic domain,"  as  used  in  the  forepart  of  section  21  of  the  act  of  1889, 
in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  terms.  It  only  meant  to  restore  them  to 
the  public  domain  in  the  sense  that  they  might  be  disposed  of  by  the 
United  States  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose  pointed  out  by  the 
terms  of  the  act.  The  reason  for  this  yiew  is  found  further  on  in 
the  same  section,  wherein  it  provides  that  all  the  lands  opened  to  set- 
tlement, remaining  undisposed  of  at  the  end  of  ten  years  from  the 
taking  effect  of  the  act,  shall  be  taken  by  the  United  States  and  paid 
for  at  fifty  cents  per  acre,  "and  said  lands  shall  thereafter  be  a  part  of 
the  public  domain  of  the  United  States,  to  be  dis^wsed  of  under  the 
homestead  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  provisions  of  this  act."  In 
other  words,  tliere  are  two  restorations  of  these  lands  provided  for,  the 
first  going  only  so  far  as  to  place  the  lands  in  a  position  to  be  disposed 
of  at  once  by  the  United  States  in  trust  for  the  Indians;  the  other,  to 
take  effect  at  the  end  of  ten  years,  after  the  government  buys  and 
pays  for  the  land  remaining  undisposed  of  at  the  end  of  that  time. 
When  that  time  arrives,  and  the  government  pays  for  the  remaining 
lands,  then  will  such  lands  be  "public  lands"  in  the  full  sense  of  the 
term  public  lands,  and  the  State  will  be-  entitled  to  five  per  cent  of 
the  proceeds  arising  therefrom,  and  not  until  then. 

Section  22  of  said  act  provides: 

That  all  money  accruing  from  the  disposal  of  lands  in  conformity  with  this  act 
shall  be  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  be  applied  solely  as  follows: 
First,  to  the  reimbursement  of  the  United  States  for  all  necessary  actual  expendi- 
tures contemplated  and  provided  for  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  the  crea- 
tion of  the  permanent  fund  hereinbefore  provided;  and  after  such  reinibnrseiuent  to 
the  increase  of  said  permanent  fund  for  the  purposes  hereinbefore  provided. 

The  creation  of  the  permanent  fund  thus  referred  to  is  provided  for 
in  section  17  of  said  act  as  follows: 

There  shi^ll  be  set  apart,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro- 
priated, the  sum  of  three  millions  of  dollars,  which  said  sum  shall  be  deposited  ia 
the  Treasnrv  of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  the  Sioux  Natii>n  i)f  Indians  as  a 
permanent  fund,  the  interest  of  which,  at  live  per  centum  per  anuuni,  bhall  be 
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appropriated,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  the  use  of 
the  Indiana  receiving  rations  and  annaitiee  upon  the  reservations  created  by  this 

act And  at  the  end  of  iifty  years  from  the  passage  of  this  act,  said  fund 

shall  be  expended  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  education,  civilization,  and  self- 
sapport  among  said  Indians,  or  otherwise  distributed  among  them  as  Congress  shall 
from  time  to  time  thereafter  determine. 

This  act  is  iii  its  character  a  law  of  the  TJnited  States,  and  a  com- 
pact or  agreement  with  the  Indians  who  were  parties  to  it.  They  gave 
their  assent  to  it  as  a  prereqnisite  to  it  becoming  a  law.  Without  such 
consent  the  lands  within  the  limits  of  these  reservations  would  not 
have  been  subject  to  disposition  by  the  United  States.  The  fund 
created  by  these  provisions  was  and  is  a  permanent  fund  to  be  sacredly 
held  in  trust  by  the  United  States  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the 
Indians.  The  money  constituting  this  fund  does  not  belong  in  reality 
to  the  United  States.  It  is  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  these  Indian 
lands,  theretofore  reserved  for  their  sole  use  and  benefit.  The  govern- 
ment in  its  own  right  does  not  receive  any  part  of  the  net  proceeds  of 
the  sales  of  these  lands.  It  only  receives  such  proceeds  in  its  charac- 
ter as  a  trustee  for  the  Indians ;  the  money  so  received  is  to  be  held 
and  finally  disposed  of  solely  for  the  use  of  the  Indians,  as  Congress 
may  determine. 

These  provisions  respecting  this  permanent  fund  are  substantially 
the  same  as  were  contained  in  the  treaty  of  December  29,  1865  (14 
Stat.,  687),  with  the  Osage  Indians,  which,  inter  alia,  was  involved  in 
the  Elansas  claim,  supra,  decided  by  Secretary  Lamar  and  considered 
by  Attorney-General  Garland  in  his  opinion  heretofore  referred  to. 

The  act  under  consideration  clearly  creates  a  trust  which  covers  the 
whole  of  the  lands  originally  embraced  in  the  Great  Sioux  and  other 
reservations,  referred  to  in  the  claims  of  South  Dakota.  The  Depart- 
ment seems  to  have  recognized  the  trust  character  thus  created,  for  in 
the  instructions  issued  under  said  act  (10  L.  D.^  562-565),  the  local 
officers  were  directed: 

To  report  filings  and  entries  upon  said  lands  in  a  separate,  distinct,  and  consecu- 
tive series,  and  on  separate  abstracts,  commencing  with  R.  &  R.  No.  1,  in  each 
series,  and  report  and  account  for  the  money  received  on  account  thereof  in  separate 
monthly  and  quarterly  returns. 

Evidently,  the  purpose  of  these  instructions  was  to  keep  these  trust 
funds  separate  and  apart  from  funds  derived  from  the  ordinary  sales 
of  public  lands  in  the  Dakotas. 

Section  21  of  the  act  of  1889,  supra,  expressly  excepted  from  its 
operation  section  2301  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  which  was  the  law 
under  which  commutations  of  homestead  entries  were  allowed.  The 
instructions  under  said  acfr  (10  L.  D,,  565)  directed  the  local  officers 
that  entries  made  under  the  act  of  1889  would  not  be  subject  to  com- 
mutation under  section  2301  of  the  Eevised  Statutes. 

By  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095-1098), 
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section  2301  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  was  amended  so  as  to  read  as 
follows: 

Nothing  in  this  chapter  shall  be  so  constmed  as  to  prevent  any  person  who  Rhall 
hereafter  avail  himself  of  the  bouolits  of  ivection  twenty -two  hundred  and  eighty- 
nine  from  paying  the  niiniiuum  price  for  the  quantity  of  land  so  entered  at  any  time 
after  the  expiration  of  fourteen  calendar  mouths  from  the  date  of  such  entry,  and 
obtaining  a  patent  therefor,  upon  making  proof  of  settlement  and  of  residence  and 
cultivation  for  such  period  of  fourteen  months,  and  the  provision  of  this  section 
shall  apply  to  lands  on  the  ceded  portion  of  the  Sioux  reservation  by  act  approved 
March  second,  eight^^en  hundred  and  eighty -nine,  in  South  Dakota,  but  shall  not 
relieve  said  settlers  from  any  payments  now  required  by  law. 

This  ]>rovisJon  clearly  recognizes  the  trust  character  of  the  payments 
originally  required  of  entrymeu  of  Sioux  lands,  and  means  that  when 
such  entrymen  so  elect,  they  may  commute,  after  the  time  named,  by 
paying  the  minimum  price  for  the  land,  in  addition  to  the  payments 
required  under  the  act  of  1889.    In  cases  of  commutation  under  this 
section,  it  seems  clear  that  the  money  paid  thereon  should  be  paid  into 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  free  of  any  trust  character,  the 
same  as  money  received  from  the  ordinary  sales  of  public  lands.    It 
follows  that  the  money  paid  on  commuted  entries  on  the  ceded  x)ortioDS 
of  the  Sioux  lieservation  should  be  treated  as  the  proceeds  of  sales  of 
public  lands,  and,  therefore,  the  State  of  South  Dakota  is  entitled  to 
five  per  centum  of  the  proceeds  of  such  money  after  deducting  all  the 
expenses  incident  to  the  same,  as  provided  by  section  13  of  the  act  of 
1889,  supra^  and  you  are  directed  to  state  and  certify  an  account  of  the 
proceeds  of  such  sales  in  favor  of  said  State. 

The  claim  to  five  per  cent  of  the  money  received  on  commuted 
entries  is  not  specifically  made  in  any  of  the  applications  now  under 
consideration,  but  it  was  made  in  oral  argument  at  the  bearing 
accorded  the  State  on  these  claims,  and  hence  such  claim  has  been  con- 
sidered in  all  respects  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  specified  in  the 
applications. 

Aside  from  the  foregoing,  the  principal  question  presented  and  urged 
is,  whether  the  State  of  South  Dakota  is  entitled,  under  section  13  of 
the  act  admitting  her  into  the  Union,  to  five  per  cent  on  all  the  lands 
within  the  Great  Sioux  and  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  reservations  which 
have  been  disposed  of  to  settlers  under  the  homestead  laws,  estimating 
said  lands  at  $1.25  per  acre.  If  in  such  cases  the  claim  of  the  State  is 
denied,  it  follows  a  fortiori  that  the  other  claims  now  made  by  said 
State  should  be  denied.  In  what  is  known  as  the  five  per  cent  cases, 
Iowa  V.  McFarland  and  Illinois  t\  the  same,  which  was  decided  by  the 
supreme  court  in  1884  (110  U.  8.,  471),  the  words:  "Net  proceeds  of 
sales  of  all  public  lands  "  in  the  Iowa  case,  and  "net  proceeds  of  the 
lands  ....  sold  by  Congress"  in  the  Illinois  ca«e,  were  used.  In 
this  case  the  words  used  are:  "The  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  public 
lands sold  by  the  United  States." 

In  those  cases  the  question  was,  whether  under  the  five  per  cent 
clauses  in  the  Iowa  and  Illinois  acts  said  States  were  entitled  to  the 
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I>er  centage  on  the  valae  of  lands  not  sold  by  the  United  States  for 
cash,  bat  disposed  of  by  the  United  States  in  satisfaction  of  military 
land  warrants.    The  court  in  construing  the  acts,  says  (p.  482) : 

When  each  of  these  acts  speaks  of  lands  [sold  by  Congress]  five  per  cent  of  the 
net  proceeds  of  which  shall  be  reserved,  and  be  ''disbursed''  or  ''appropriated''  for 
the  benefit  of  the  State  in  which  the  land  lies,  it  evidently  has  in  view  sales  in  the 
ordinary  sense,  from  which  the  United  States  receive  proceeds,  in  the  shape  of  money 
payable  into  the  treasury,  out  of  which  the  five  per  cent  may  be  reserved  and  paid 
to  the  State;  and  does  not  intend  to  include  lands  promised  and  granted  by  the 
United  States  as  a  reward  for  military  service,  for  which  nothing  is  received  into  the 
treasury.  The  question  depends  upon  the  terms  in  which  the  compact  between  the 
United  States  and  each  State  is  expressed,  and  not  upon  any  supposed  equity  extend- 
ing those  terms  to  oases  not  fairly  embraced  within  their  meaning. 

The  interpretation  placed  by  the  court  on  the  Ave  per  cent  clauses  of 
the  acts,  that  the  word  '< sales"  means  sales  in  the  ordinary  sense  as 
applied  to  the  sales  of  public  lands  for  emh,  money  payable  into  the 
treasury  out  of  which  the  five  per  cent  may  be  paid,  seems  to  me  to  be 
the  only  fair  and  proper  construction  to  be  placed  on  such  acts,  includ- 
ing section  13  of  the  Dakota  act. 

Every  reason  given  by  the  court  for  denying  the  claims  of  the  States 
of  Iowa  and  Illinois  for  the  five  per  cent  on  the  lands  disposed  of  for 
military  land  warrants  will  apply  in  denying  the  claims  of  South 
Dakota  on  lands  within  the  Indian  reservations  named  in  said  State's 
applications,  for  in  the  disposition  of  such  lands  the  United  States 
only  receive  the  money  in  trust  for  the  Indians  after  the  expenses  are 
paid.  No  part  of  said  money  could  properly  be  used  in  paying  the  five 
per  cent  if  it  were  to  be  paid.  All  of  the  net  proceeds  is  to  be  kept  in 
the  Treasury  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  Indians. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  these  claims  are  made  on  behalf  of  a  sover- 
eign State  of  the  Union,  I  have  given  them  a  painstaking  and  careful 
examination  in  the  light  of  the  several  treaties,  statutes,  the  decision 
of  Secretary  Lamar  on  a  similar  question,  the  opinion  of  Attorney- 
General  Garland  rendered  thereon,  and  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  in  the  five  per  cent  cases,  and  I  am  abidingly  satisfied  that  the 
claims  made  by  South  Dakota  can  not  lawfully  be  allowed,  save  and 
except  as  to  commuted  entries  hereinbefore  referred  to. 

In  the  general  deficiency  appropriation  bill  of  March  2,  1889  (25 
Stat.,  905-921),  Congress  appropriated  to  the  Stateof  Kansas  $43,790.32; 
to  the  State  of  Colorado  $16,000.00;  and  to  the  Stateof  I^ebraska 
$35,500.00,  on  account  of  five  per  centum  fund  arising  from  the  sale  of 
])ublic  lands  in  said  States  from  July  1, 1884,  to  June  30, 1885.  Eefer- 
ring  to  these  appropriations  and  the  decision  of  Secretary  Lamar,  supra^ 
your  office  letter  says : 

Those  several  appropriations  appear  to  hare  heen  constmed  as  authorizing  the 
payment  to  these  States  of  ^ve  per  cent  on  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  Indian 
lands,  and  notwithstanding  the  departmental  decision  above  referred  to,  accounts 
have  accordingly  been  stated  in  favor  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  as  aforesaid,  and  with 
the  State  of  Nebraska  for  sale  of  the  Pawnee  Indian  lands,  and  with  the  State  of 
Colorado  for  the  sale  of  Ute  Indian  lands  to  June  30,  1895. 
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Said  apprcppriations  were  made  in  the  general  deficiency  biU  for  a 
single  year  specifically  named,  and  the  language  used  does  not  in 
terms,  nor  by  implication,  warrant  the  construction  placed  upon  it  by 
your  office.  It  falls  far  short  of  authorizing  the  payment  to  said  Staters 
of  five  per  cent  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  Indian  lands  in  them  for 
any  other  year  or  period  of  time  except  the  year  specified  in  the  act. 

You  are,  therefore,  directed  to  discontinue  the  statements  of  accounts 
for  five  per  cent  of  the  sale  of  Indian  lands,  in  favor  of  any  and  all  of 
said  States.  And  you  are  farther  directed  to  decline  to  state  or  certify 
accounts  for  any  of  the  claims  of  South  Dakota  presented  in  these 
applications,  except  the  five  per  cent  on  commuted  entries  hereinbefore 
directed  to  be  made. 


RAILROAD  LANDS-SECTION  5,  ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1887. 

YocoM  V.  Keystone  Lumber  Company. 

Lands  within  the  common  panted  limits  of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Omaha  Railway,  and  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad,  restored  to  the  public  domain 
on  the  adjustment  of  the  former  grant,  and  under  the  ruling  then  followed  that 
said  lauds  were  excepted  from  the  latter  grant  by  the  Indemnity  withdrawal  on 
behalf  of  the  Omaha  company,  and  sold  as  a  part  of  the  grant  to  said  company 
prior  to  said  adjustment,  may  be  purchased  from  the  government  under  section 
5,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  the  right  of  the  Central  company  having  been  forfeited 
by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890. 

The  right  of  purchase  under  said  section  is  not  defeated  by  an  adverse  settlement 
made  after  the  paesage  of  said  act. 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  5,  act  of  March  8,  1887,  is  not  repealed  by  the 
act  of  March  2,  1889. 

Secretary  8mith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  May 

13y  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  B.  F.  Yocom  from  your  office  decision 
of  November  9, 1892,  dismissing  his  protest  against  the  acceptance  of 
the  proof  tendered  by  the  Keystone  Lumber  Company  upon  its  applica- 
tion made  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  to  purchase  lots 
1,  2  and  3,  Sec.  31,  T.  57  K,  E.  6  W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin. 

The  tract  is  within  the  ten  miles  granted  limits  common  to  the  grants 
made  by  the  act  of  May  6, 1864,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Bay- 
field branch  of  the  Chicago,  St  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Kailway 
and  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad. 

Within  this  common  limit  a  moiety  of  the  lands  was  granted  on 
account  of  each  road,  but  under  the  rulings  prevailing  prior  to  the 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  rail- 
road company  r.  Forsyth  (159  U.  S.,  46),  the  Wisconsin  Central  E.  R. 
company  was  precluded  from  claiming  its  moiety  because  the  land  had 
been  reserved  as  indemnity  for  the  Omaha  company,  under  the  grant 
of  June  3,  1856. 

This  was  the  ruling  of  this  Department  at  the  time  of  the  adjustment 
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of  the  Omalia  grant  and  as  the  land  here  in  question  was  not  allotted 
to  the  Omaha  company  in  settlement  of  its  claim  within  the  common 
limits  of  the  two  grants,  it  was,  with  other  lands,  restored. 

The  record  made  in  the  case  now  before  me  shows  that  in  January, 
1887,  the  Omaha  company  sold  this  tract,  with  other  lands,  to  the  Supe- 
rior Lumber  company;  that  said  lumber  company  sold  to  Payne,  Coch- 
rane and  Company,  and  John  E.  Debois  on  August  29, 1889,  and  that 
they  conveyed  it  to  the  Keystone  Lumber  Company  the  applicant  to 
purchase  under  the  act  of  1887. 

Under  the  decision  of  the  court  referred  to  it  was  error  to  hold  that 
the  indemnity  withdrawal  for  the  Omaha  company  under  the  grant  of 
1856,  defeated  the  grant  under  the  act  of  1864,  for  the  Central  com- 
pany, so  that  had  the  Ceni^ral  company  completed  its  road  opposite  this 
land  it  would  h'ave  been  held  to  have  inured  on  account  of  said  grant. 

The  Central  company  failed  to  build  opposite  this  land  and  its  grant 
opposite  unconstructed  road  was  forfeited  by  the  general  forfeiture  act 
of  September  29, 1890. 

It  is  apparent  from  what  has  been  said  that  within  the  common  ten 
miles  granted  limits,  the  Omaha  and  Central  companies  were  each 
entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  land. 

The  Central  company  failing  to  earn  its  moiety  left  the  Omaha  com- 
pany tenant  in  common  with  the  United  States,  and  it  was  necessary 
that  the  Omaha  company  should  select  a  quantity  of  land  within  the 
common  limit  equal  to  one-half  the  common  area  to  which  it  would 
receive  full  title. 

Prior  to  this  adjustment,  the  Omaha  company  had  listed  all  the  lands 
in  the  conflict  and  the  purchase  made  by  the  Superior  Lumber  company 
was  prior  to  the  adjustment  under  which  this  land  was  selected  for 
restoration. 

It  was  opposite  the  constructed  road  of  the  Omaha  company,  from 
which  the  Superior  Lumber  company  purchased,  and  as  the  Central 
company  failed  to  earn  it,  and,  under  the  act  of  forfeiture,  it  has  been 
restored  to  the  United  States,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts  rela- 
tive to  the  Central  grant  can  be  eliminated,  in  the  consideration  of  the 
applicant's  right  of  purchase  under  the  act  of  1887. 

Yocom  alleges  settlement  upon  the  land  on  September  10, 1890,  but  as 
this  is  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  no  such 
rights  were  acquired  thereby  as  would  defeat  the  right  of  purchase 
under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Omaha  R.  R.  Co.,  11  L.  D,,  607,  and  Union  Colony  Co.  v.  Fulmele,  16 
L.  D.,  273. 

It  is  urged  that  the  right  of  purchase  under  the  5th  section  of  the 
act  of  1887  is  repealed  by  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  but  a  similar  con- 
tention was  considered  and  overruled  in  the  case  of  Swineford  et  al,  v» 
Piper,  19  L.  D.  9. 

The  remaining  questions  raised  by  the  protest  are  disposed  of  in 
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departmental  decision  iu  the  ease  of  Telford  r.  Keystone  Lnmber  Com- 
pany (19  L.  D.,  141). 

From  a  carefol  consideration  of  the  entire  matter  I  afSrm  your  office 
decision  dismissing  Yocom's  protest  and  the  Keystone  Lnmber  Com- 
pany will  be  allowed  to  complete  its  purchase  of  the  tracts  herein 
involved. 


Hook  r.  Preston  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  November  2,  1895, 
21  L.  D.,  374,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith  May  14, 1890. 


BAJLBOAJ>  GBAXT-RELnCQUISlIMBNT— LIEU  SELECTIONS. 

The  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  B.  B.  Co.  v.  The  United  States. 

The  Gnlf  and  Ship  Island  R.  R.  Co.  by  aocepting  the  provisions  of  section  7,  act  of 
September  29, 1890,  and  executing  the  relinqaishment  required  thereunder,  did 
not  by  such  action  forfeit  its  right  to  indemnity  for  lands  relinquished  prior 
thereto  under  the  act  of  June  22,  1874. 

The  relinquishment  of  the  company  executed  under  section  7,  act  of  September  29, 
1880,  covered  earned  lands  of  the  company  not  included  in  the  relinquishment  ol 
1884,  on  which  ftlings  and  entries  had  been  allowed  after  said  relinqnishment; 
and  for  the  lands  so  relinquished  under  the  act  of  1890  the  company  is  entitled 
to  select  other  lands,  in  lieu  thereof,  from  the  odd  or  even  sections  within  the 
indemnity  limits  of  the  road  actually  constructed. 

For  the  lands  relinquished  under  the  act  of  1874,  the  company  is  entitled  to  select 
lieu  lands  from  the  odd  or  even  sections  anywhere  within  the  primary  or  indem- 
nity limits  of  the  un  forfeited  portion  of  the  grant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Cofmnissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  Uj  1896.  (G.  B.  G.) 

The  case  of  the  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  BaOroad  Company  v.  the  United 
States,  is  before  the  Department  on  appeal  from  your  office  deeision  oi 
April  21, 1894,  rejecting  indemnity  lists  of  said  road  Nos.  3  and  5,  for 
the  reason — 

The  company  is  not  entitled  to  makes  elections  under  the  act  of  1874  for  lands 
relinquished  under  the  act  of  September  29,  1890. 

The  company  must  confine  its  selections  (under  section  7  of  the  act  of  1890)  to  the 
even  sections  in  indemnity  limits. 

Your  office  decision,  rejecting  said  lists,  was  predicated  upon  and 
governed  by  the  departmental  decision  of  March  3, 1893  (16  L.  D.,  237), 
and  the  argument  of  counsel  on  appeal  in  the  case  at  bar,  is  addressed 
to  secoring  a  reconsideration  and  reversal  of  that  decision. 

The  contention  of  the  company  is  not  that  it  is  entitled  to  make  selec- 
tions under  the  act  of  1874  for  lands  relinquished  under  the  act  of  Sep- 
tember 29, 1890,  but  that  it  maintains  its  right  of  selection  under  tii€ 
act  of  1874  for  lands  relinquished  under  that  aott 
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Of  the  two  pending  Itets  of  indemnity  selections  firom  the  odd  see* 
tions  for  lands  relinquished  by  the  company^  list  !No.  3  is  for  917.78  acres 
iu  the  indemnity  limits  under  both  the  act  of  1874^  and  section  7  of  the 
net  of  1890,  and  list  No.  5  is  for  11,362  acres  in  the  granted  limits  under 
the  act  of  1874  alone.  Both  lists  appear  to  be  for  lands  along  the  line 
of  constructed  road,  and  it  is  admitted  that  the  company  has  sustained 
the  loss  designated  as  the  basis  of  the  selections  made. 

By  the  act  of  August  11, 1856  (11  Stat.,  30),  there  was  granted  to  the 
State  of  Mississippi,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  certain  railroadSi 
^'  every  alternate  section  of  land  designated  by  even  numbers  for  six 
sections  in  width  on  each  side  of  each  of  said  roads  "  with  the  right  to 
take  indemnity  from  the  lands  of  the  United  States  nearest  the  tiers  of 
sections  above  specified  in  alternate  sections  or  parts  of  sections  within 
fifteen  miles  from  the  line  of  road,  the  lands  granted  to  be  disiKised  of 
only  as  the  work  progressed,  and  to  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  the 
legislature  of  the  State  for  the  purpose  specified  and  for  no  other. 

Section  4  of  said  act  is  as  follows : 

And  he  it  further  enacted  ^  Thftt  the  lands  hereby  granted  to  the  said  State^  shall  be 
dUpoeed  of  by  said  State  only  iu  the  manner  foUowing,  that  is  to  say;  that  a  qnan- 
tity  of  land  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  twenty  sections  for  each  of  said  roads, 
and  included  within  a  continuous  length  of  twenty  miles  of  each  of  said  roads,  may 
be  sold ;  and  when  the  Governor  of  said  State  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  that  any  continuous  twenty  miles  of  either  of  said  roads  is  completed,  then 
another  like  quantity  of  land  hereby  granted  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  twenty 
sections  for  such  road  may  be  sold,  and  so  on  from  time  to  time,  until  said  roads  are 
completed ;  and  if  said  roails  are  not  completed  within  ten  years,  no  further  sales 
shall  be  made,  and  the  lands  unsold  shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 

The  State  accepted  the  grant  by  the  act  of  February  2, 1857,  and  by 
act  of  December  3, 1858,  conferred  upon  the  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  Rail- 
road Company  that  part  of  the  grant  pertaining  to  the  line  from  Bran- 
don to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

A  map  of  definite  location  of  the  road  in  question  was  filed  and 
accepted  on  December  3,  1860,  but  no  work  was  done  on  said  road 
other  than  establishing  said  line  of  definite  location  until  after  the  year 
1882,  when  the  lands  granted  were  by  the  terms  of  the  granting  act 
subject  to  forfeiture. 

Section  1  of  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496), 
contains  the  following  provision — 

That  there  is  hereby  forfeited  to  the  United  States^  and  the  United  States  hereby 
resumes  the  title  thereto,  all  lands  heretofore  granted  to  any  State  or  to  any  corpora- 
tion to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  opposite  to  and  contiguous  with  the  por- 
tiuu  of  any  such  railroad  not  now  completed,  and  in  operation  for  the  construction 
or  benefit  of  which  such  lands  were  granted ;  and  all  such  lands  are  declared  to  be  a 
part  of  the  public  domain. 

Only  twenty  miles  of  the  road  had  been  completed  at  the  date  when 
the  forfeiture  became  effective. 
The  contention  of  the  company  has  been  that,  having  been  authorized 
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auder  th<5  provisions  of  section  4  of  the  granting  act  to  sell  tbe  granted 
lands  along  twenty  miles  of  its  line  after  definite  location  and  prior  to 
constmction  of  any  part  of  its  road,  and  upon  the  completion  of  twenty 
miles  of  road  to  sell  the  lands  along  an  additional  twenty  miles,  it  is 
•entitled  under  the  grant,  and  by  virtue  of  its  having  built  twenty 
tmiles,  to  the  granted  lands  along  forty  miles  of  its  line  as  definitely 
located,  notwithstanding  the  forfeiture  of  1890,  especially  as  it  had 
mortgaged  said  lands,  which,  under  the  laws  of  Mississippi,  was  equiv- 
alent to  a  sale;  that  having  thus  been  sold,  the  lands  do  not  fall 
within  the  purview  of  the  forfeiture  act. 

This  contention  of  the  company  has  been  sustained  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  departmental  decision  of  December  20,  1894  (19  L.  D.,  534), 
reversing  in  that  regard  the  aforesaid  departmental  decision  of  March 
3, 1893. 

•  There  was,  however,  reserved  for  the  future  consideration  of  tbe 
Department,  the  question  of  the  right  of  said  company  to  make  selec- 
tions of  lieu  lands  in  both  the  odd  and  even  numbered  sections  of  its 
grant. 

There  are  two  questions  raised  by  the  appeal  and  motion  for  review. 

First.  Has  the  company  the  right  to  make  selections  under  the  act 
of  1874,  in  view  of  the  terms  of  section  7  of  the  act  of  1890? 

Second.  Has  the  company  the  right  of  selection  in  the  odd  sectioDS 
under  section  7  of  the  act  of  1890t 

The  act  of  June  22,  1874,  (18  Stat.,  194),  entitled  <'An  act  for  the 
relief  of  settlers  on  railroad  lands"  is  in  part  as  follows: 

That  in  the  adjnstmeDt  of  all  railroad  land  grants,  whether  made  directly  to  any 
Tailroad  company  or  to  any  State  for  railroad  pni-poees,  if  any  of  the  lands  granted 
he  fonnd  in  the  possession  of  an  actual  settler  whose  entry  or  filing  has  been  allowed 
under  the  pre-emption  or  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States,  subsequent  to  the 
time  at  which,  by  decision  of  the  land  office,  the  right  of  said  road  was  declared  to 
have  attached  to  snch  lands,  the  grantees,  upon  a  proper  relinquishment  of  the  lands 
ao  entered,  or  filed  for,  shall  be  entitled  to  select  an  equal  quantity  of  other  lands 
in  lieu  thereof  firom  any  of  the  public  lands  not  mineral,  and  within  the  limits  of 
the  grant  not  otherwise  appropriated  at  the  date  of  selection,  to  which  they  ^hall 
receive  title  the  same  as  though  originally  granted.  And  any  snch  entries  or  filings 
thus  relieved  from  conilict  may  be  perfected  into  complete  title  as  if  such  lands  had 
not  been  granted :  Prorided,  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  in  any  manner  be 
»o  construed  as  to  enlarge  or  extend  any  grant  to  any  such  railroad  or  to  extend  to 
lands  reserved  in  any  land  grant  made  for  railroad  purposes. 

The  lands  designated  as  the  basis  of  the  pending  lists  came  within 
the  scope  of  this  act,  and  on  June  24,  1884,  the  company  relinquished 
the  same  in  favor  of  settlers,  reserving,  however,  to  the  State  and  the 
-company  such  right  of  indemnity  as  they  were  entitled  to  under  tbe 
act  of  August  11, 1856,  and  the  act  of  June  22,  1874,  from  any  public 
iands  within  the  limits  of  the  grant. 

That  by  virtue  of  this  relinquishment  the  company  was  entitled  to 
-select  its  lieu  lands  in  the  alternate  odd  sections  of  both  the  granted 
<ind  indemnity  limits  has  been  settled  by  the  Department  in  the  case 


DECISIONS   RELATING  TO  THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  563 

of  the  Southern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  (18  L,  D.,  275)  where  it  was  held 
(syllabus) : 

The  act  of  June  22, 1874,  intended  to  confer  npon  railroad  companies  the  right  to 
select  any  unappropriated^  non-mineral  lauds  within  the  limits  of  their  grants  that 
were  subjeet  to  entry  and  disposal  under  the  general  land  laws  at  the  date  of  selec- 
tion, in  exchange  for  lands  relinquished  nnder  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

Before  this  selection  was  completed,  however,  Congress  passed  the 
act  of  September  29, 1890,  section  one  of  which  forfeited  all  unearned 
railroad  lands,  and  by  its  other  sections  provided  relief  for  certain  set- 
tlers and  railroad  companies.  Section  7  deals  with  the  Gulf  and  Ship 
Island  Eailroad  Company,  and,  after  confirming  all  bona  fide  entries 
and  claims  made  prior  to  or  on  January  1,  1890,  it  proceeds  thus : 

And  on  condition  that  the  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  Railroad  Company  withiu  ninety 
days  from  the  passage  of  this  act  shall,  by  resolution  of  its  board  of  directors,  duly 
accept  the  provisions  of  the  same  and  file  with  the  Secretary  (^f*  the  Interior  a  valid 
relinquishment  of  all  said  company's  interest,  right,  title  and  claim  in  and  to  all 
such  lands  as  have  been  sold,  entered  or  claimed,  as  aforesaid,  then  the  forfeiture 
declared  in  the  first  section  of  this  act  shall  not  apply  to,'  or  in  any  wise  afiect  so 
much  and  such  parts  of  said  grants  of  lands  to  the  State  of  Mississippi  as  lie  south 
of  aline  drawn  east  and  west  through  the  point  where  the  Gulf  and  Ship  Island 
Kailroad  may  cross  the  New  Orleans  and  Northeastern  Railroad  in  said  State^  hntil 
one  year  after  the  passage  of  this  act.  And  there  may  be  selected  and  certified  to, 
or  in  behalf  of  said  company,  lauds  in  lieu  of  those  hereinbefore  required  to  he 
surrendered  to  be  taken  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  original  grant  nearest 
to  and  opposite  such  part  of  the  line  as  may  be  oonstrncted  at  the  date  of  selection. 

On  December  11, 1890,  the  company  filed  the  acceptance  and  relin- 
quishment aforesaid,  which  after  reciting  the  said  section  7  in  full, 
proceeds  as  follows : 

The  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  Railroad  Company  ....  does  hereby  accept  the  pro- 
visions of  said  section  VII  ....  and  does  hereby  relinquish  and  release  to  the 
United  States  all  said  company's  interest,  right,  title,  and  claim  in  and  to  all 
lands  within  the  limits  of  its  grant  ....  as  had  been  prior  to  the  approval  of  said 
act  sold  by  the  officers  of  the  United  States  for  cash,  or  eutered  in  good  faith  under 
.the  pre-emption  and  homestead  laws  with  the  allowance  of  said  officers;  also  all 
lands  on  which  there  were  any  bona  fide  pre-emption  and  homestead  claims  on  the 
1st  day  of  January,  1890,  arising  or  asserted  by  actual  occupation  of  the  land  under 
color  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  railroad  company  by  accepting  the  pro- 
visions of  said  section  7  of  said  act,  and  executing  the  relinquishment 
required  thereunder,  did  not  forfeit  its  right  to  indemnity  under  the 
act  of  1874. 

For  such  lands  as  had  been  relinquished  to  the  United  States  under 
the  act  of  1874  the  company  had  acquired  a  vested  right  of  selection, 
and  subsequent  legislation  could  not  operate  upon  such  right.  Were 
it  plain  that  Congress  intended  by  the  act  of  1890  to  forfeit  such  right 
a  question  of  constitutional  limitation  on  the  power  of  that  body  would 
arise  over  which  this  Department  would  have  no  jurisdiction,  but  it  is 
a  familiar  rule  of  statutory  construction  that  the  legislative  power  will 
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not  be  presumed  to  have  intended  that  which  it  did  not  have  aathority 
to  do. 

There  is  no  conflict  between  the  act  of  1874,  and  section  7  of  the  act 
of  1890.  Congress  by  the  act  of  1874  provided  for  the  selection  of 
lands  in  lieu  of  those  earned  by  the  several  companies,  while  by  section 
7  of  the  act  of  1890,  Congress  was  legislating  solely  about  unearned 
lauds  which  had  just  been  forfeited  by  section  1  of  that  act  to  take 
effect  one  year  from  the  date  thereof,  if  the  road  had  not  been  built 
within  that  time. 

This  being  true,  I  do  not  understand  why^the  right  of  indemnity 
selection  under  section  7  of  the  act  of  1890  need  be  confused  with  the 
right  of  selection  already  acquired  under  the  act  of  1874 

Tbe  indemnity  provided  for  under  the  act  of  1890  was  a  separate  and 
independent  right  contingent  upon  the  building  of  the  road  within  one 
year  from  the  passage  of  the  act. 

Said  road  was  not  built  within  the  time  allowed  by  section  7,  nor 
has  it  been  built  since  that  time.  It  appearing,  therefore,  that  no  part 
of  said  road  has  ever  been  built  except  the  first  twenty  miles;  then 
section  1,  of  the  act  aforesaid,  operated  as  a  forfeiture  one  year  from 
the  date  thereof,  of  all  the  lands  granted  opposite  tbe  nnconstrncted 
portion,  because  they  were  unearned  lands,  except  the  additional 
twenty  miles  which  had  been  mortgaged  and  for  the  purposes  of  this 
opinion  must  be  treated  as  earned  lands. 

The  company  occupies  an  anomalous  position  affecting  its  rights 
under  the  act  of  1890.  As  has  been  said.  Congress,  in  that  act,  was  leg- 
islating as  to  unearned  lauds.  The  act  does  not  in  terms  forfeit  earned 
lands  and  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  Congress  so  intended.  The 
company  did  not  comply  with  the  conditions  of  the  saving  clause  iu 
section  7  of  that  act  and  it  follows  that  it  is  not  entitled  to  any  benefit 
conferred  thereby.  But  it  is  clear,  to  my  mind,  that  the  company  is 
entitled  to  select  lands  in  lieu  of  those  relinquished  under  that  act,  not 
by  virtue  of  the  act  but  by  virtue  of  the  relinquishment  thereunder. 

The  company's  relinquishment  under  the  act  of  1874  {supra)  was 
intended  to  embrace,  and  perhaps  did  embrace,  all  of  the  earned  lands 
of  the  road  claimed  by  pre-emption  and  homestead  settlers  under  the 
public  land  laws  on  June  24, 1884,  the  date  thereof.  It  could  not  be 
presumed,  therefore,  that  the  company  relinquished  these  same  lands 
under  the  act  of  1890.  It  did  not  have  them  to  relinquish.  The  United 
States  had  already  been  re-invested  with  title. 

But  subsequent  to  the  relinquishment  of  1884,  and  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  1890,  certain  other  preemption  and  homestead  filings 
had  been  allowed  for  other  earned  lands  of  the  company,  and  these  are 
the  lands  relinquished  under  the  act  of  1890,  and  for  these  lands  I 
think  the  company  is  entitled  to  indemnity,  or  more  specifically,  for 
other  lands  in  lieu  thereof. 

If  the  company  had  not  relinquished  these  last  named  lands  under 
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the  act  of  1890,  it  might  at  auy  time  before  the  adjustment  of  its  grant 
have  relinquished  these  same  lands  under  the  act  of  1874^  and  would  be 
entitled  to  lieu  lands  therefor  as  for  those  originally  relinquished  under 
said  last  named  act.  But  inasmuch  as  it  did  relinquish  them  under  the 
act  of  1890,  it  to  that  extent  waived  its  right  to  selection  under  the  act 
of  1874,  and  must  now  select  its  lieu  lands  for  those  last  relinquished, 
as  provided  by  the  act  of  1890. 

The  question  now  follows — Where  may  these  lands  be  selected! 

The  language  of  the  act  is, 

to  be  taken  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  original  grant  nearest  to  and  opposite 
such  part  of  the  line  as  may  he  constructed  at  the  date  of  selection. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  this  language  confines  selections  to 
the  indemnity  limits  and  opposite  constructed  road,  and  I  think  the 
language  broad  enough  to  cover  both  odd  and  even  sections  within 
such  limits,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  these  selections  should  be  con- 
fined to  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  road  actually  constructed. 

The  language  here  quoted  is  very  different  from  that  found  in  the  act 
of  1874  (supra).  By  the  last  named  act  the  selections  might  be  made 
of  any  "public  lands  • .  •  •  •  within  the  limits  of  the  grant,"  while 
the  language  here  is,  lands  "opposite  such  part  of  the  line  as  may  be 
constructed  at  the  date  of  selection." 

The  language  of  the  granting  act  saved  the  basis  of  the  selection  to 
the  company  not  only  in  the  lands  opposite  road  actually  constructed 
but  also  in  lands  twenty  miles  in  advance  of  construction,  but  selec- 
tion of  lieu  lands  under  the  acts  of  1874  and  1890  must  be  governed 
by  the  language  of  these  acts  respectively. 

The  company  will  therefore  be  permitted  to  take  lands  in  lieu  of 
those  relinquished  under  tbe  act  of  1874,  anywhere  within  the  limits 
of  the  first  forty  miles  of  its  grant,  either  in  the  granted  or  indemnity 
limits,  and  either  even  or  odd  sections,  or  both,  which  were  non-mineral, 
and  unappropriated  at  the  date  of  the  selection;  but  its  right  to  select 
lands  in  lieu  of  those  relinquished  under  the  act  of  1890  will  be  con- 
fined to  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  first  twenty  miles  of  road. 

You  will  prepare  a  list  of  selections  in  conformity  with  this  opinion 
and  tbrward  the  same  for  my  approval. 


Swain  v.  Kearney. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  March  13, 1896,  22 
L.  B.,  306,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  May  14, 1896. 
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PRACTICE-NOnCE-^BRVICE  BY  PUBLICATION. 

Wagkrs  V.  Nelson.  • 

An  affidavit  as  the  basis  of  an  order  for  publication  may  be  made  by  anyone  poseesA- 
ing  the  requisite  information. 

Ad  allegation  in  the  affidavit  furnished  as  the  basis  of  an  order  of  publication  that 
inquiry  for  the  defendant's  whereabouts  has  been  made  in  the  locality  of  the 
contested  claim,  and  at  the  ''laftt  known  address''  of  the  defendant,  may  be 
accepted  as  sufficient  in  that  re8X>ect,  though  that  address  is  not  the  one  shown 
by  the  record,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  place  of  publication  and  hearing  is  at 
said  record  address  and  no  appearance  is  made  in  response  to  the  notice. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  September 

28^  1895.  (0.  J.  W.) 

April  2,  1889,  Mary  Nelson  made  timber  culture  entry  No.  13,930, 
NW.  i,  Sec.  17,  T.  7  N.,  E.  50  W.,  at  Denver,  Colorado,  giving  her 
address  at  Sterling,  Colorado. 

May  3, 1893,  J.  William  Wagers  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  said 
entry,  alleging  total  failure  of  claimant  to  break,  plant,  or  cultivate 
any  portion  of  said  land  to  trees,  tree  seeds  or  cuttings,  or  to  crops,  or 
to  cause  the  same  to  be  done,  since  date  of  entry,  and  summons  issued 
requiring  the  parties  to  appear  on  22d  of  July  thereafter,  to  respoud 
and  fiimish  testimony. 

Ou  June  12, 1893,  W.  F.  Tritsch,  claiming  to  act  as  agent  for  contest- 
ant, filed  affidavit  alleging  the  non-residence  of  defendant  and  prayed 
that  service  of  notice  by  publication  be  ordered,  which  was  accordingly 
done. 

On. July 22,  the  hearing  was  had  before  the  register  and  receiver,  the 
defendant  making  default.  On  the  testimony  produced  by  contestant, 
the  local  officers  found  for  contestant  and  recommended  the  cancella- 
tion of  said  entry. 

On  February  20, 1894,  your  office  found  that  the  affidavit  of  Tritsch, 
on  which  the  order  for  service  of  notice  by  publication  was  predicated, 
was  defective,  and  that  defendant  had  not  been  legally  served  and  the 
case  was  remanded  with  instructions  to  allow  contestant  further  time 
to  perfect  service  of  notice,  or  to  appeal. 

On  April  14, 1894,  contestant  filed  his  appeal  from  said  decision. 

Was  the  defendant  served  ! 

Rule  of  Practice  11,  provides: 

Notice  may  ho  given  hy  pablicatton  alone,  only  ^hen  it  is  shown  by  affidavit  of  the 
contestant,  and  by  such  other  evidence  as  the  register  and  receiver  may  require,  that 
due  diligence  has  been  used  and  that  personal  service  can  not  be  made.  The  party 
will  be  required  to  state  what  effort  has  been  made  to  get  personal  service. 

The  following  is  the  affidavit  filed  in  response  to  this  rule. 

W.  F.  Tritsch,  being  duly  sworn,  on  his  oath  says,  That  he  is  the  duly  authorized 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  m  the  above  action  and  has  the  general  management  thereof 

*Not  reported  in  Vol.  XXI. 
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in  conuectioQ  with  £.  £.  Armoar,  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff.  That  the  plaintiff 
resides  in  Nebraska  a  long  distance  from  the  land  office  and  is  not  familiar  with  the  > 
facts  hereinafter  set  out,  whereas  the  same  are  particularly  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  affiant.  And  for  this  reason  he  makes  this  affidavit  instead  of  tho  plaintiff 
That  the  claimant  is  a  non-resident  of  Colora<lo  and  oat  of  the  State,  as  affiant  i» 
informed  and  believes,  so  that  personal  service  of  notice  cannot  be  had.  Affiant  ha9 
caused  general  inquiry  to  be  m  ide  in  the  locality  of  the  contested  claim  and  also  at 
Leroy,  Colorado,  the  claimant's  last  known  address,  to  learn  his  whereabouts,  for 
the  purpose  of  serving  him  personally  with  notice  of  this  contest,  but  has  not  been 
able  to  learn  anything  of  him.  Affiant  believes  that  it  is  not  reasonably  possible  by 
ordinary  meana  to  serve  the  claimant  personally  with  notice  of  the  hearing  in  the 
above  cause,  nor  to  find  his  whereabouts.  Wherefore  he  prays  that  service  of  notice* 
by  publication  be  ordered  herein. 

Bale  11  seems  to  coutemplate  some  evidence  iu  addition  to  the  affi- 
davit, aUeging  non-residence,  before  an  order  will  be  granted  allowing 
service  by  publication,  when  required  by  the  register  and  receiver.  In 
this  case  no  such  requirement  was  made  by  them,  they  being  satisfied 
with  the  statements  contained  in  the  affidavit.  And  the  Department 
sees  no  reason  for  overruling  their  conclusion  in  this  respect. 

The  rule  literally  construed  would  seem  to  require  that  this  affidavit 
should  be  made  by  the  contestant  himself,  but  in  the  case  of  Bradford 
V.  Aleshire  (15  L.  D.,  238),  it  was  held  that  this  affidavit  can  be  made 
by  any  person  who  possesses  the  requisite  information,  and  this,  I  thinks 
is  a  reasonable  and  just  interpretation  of  the  rule  as  to  this  point.. 
Your  office  held  the  affidavit  of  Tritsch  in  the  case  under  consideratiou 
to  be  insufficient.    Looking  to  the  affidavit  I  find  that  it  alleges: 

1.  Claimant's  non- residence ; 

2.  That  her  whereabouts  and  address  is  unknown ; 

3.  That  by  ordinary  means  it  is  not  possible  to  make  personal  service  of  the  notice 
upon  her. 

4.  That  he  has  had  general  inquiry  made  both  iu  the  neighborhood  of  the  claim' 
and  at  Leroy,  Colorado,  her  last  known  address,  but  has  been  unabie  to  find  out  her 
whereabouts ; 

5.  That  he  has  been  informed  and  believes  that  she  is  out  of  the  state. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  substantial  comx)Iiance  with  the  require* 
ments  of  Bute  11.  The  affiant  uses  the  pronouns  "he"  and  "him'^^. 
instead  of  "she^  and  "her",  which  your  office  treats  as  evidence  of 
the  ignorance  of  affiant  as  to  claimant's  sex  and  as  amounting  to  a 
senous  defect  iu  the  affidavit.  Such  verbal  inaccuracy  is  immaterial 
aud  does  not  affect  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  record  shows  her  address  to  have  beeiii. 
Sterling,  Colorado,  at  the  time  of  her  entry.  The  reply  to  this  is  that 
the  sworn  statement  of  Tristch  in  his  affidavit  that  Leroy,  Colorado^ 
was  her  last  known  address,  overcomes  the  legal  presumption  of  her 
continued  residence  at  Sterling,  notwithstanding  she  may  have  given 
no  notice  of  her  change  of  address,  and  especially  since  it  appears  that 
Sterling  is  the  location  of  the  land  office  at  which  the  hearing  occurred, 
and  the  place  of  publication  of  the  newspaper  in  which  the  notice  of 
contest  was  published,  and  she  made  no  appearance. 
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The  evidence  fully  supporta  the  charge  in  affidavit  of  contest  as  to 
default  in  breaking  the  second  five  acres,  as  required  by  law,  from  date 
of  entry  to  present  time,  or  causing  the  same  to  be  done. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed  and  timber-culture  entry 
No.  13,930,  canceled. 


Gartland  v.  Marsh  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  10,  1896, 
22  L.  D.,  163,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  May  14, 1896. 


BAILBOAB  GRAXT--INMAN  RESERVATION— INDIAN  COUNTRY. 

Warren  r.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

Iiand  embraced  at  the  date  of  the  Northern  Pacitic  grant  in  an  Indian  reaenratioD 
created  by  treaty  is  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  though  at  definite 
location  such  land  has  been  relieved  from  the  reservation  subject  only  to  the 
right  of  Indian  occupancy ;  and  the  provisions  in  section  2,  of  said  grant  with 
respect  to  the  extinction  of  Indian  title  are  not  applicable  to  land  that  acquires 
the  status  of  Indian  country  after  the  date  of  the  grant,  but  is  iuolnded  in  a 
technical  reservation  prior  thereto. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  14y  1896.  (F.  W,  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Annie  M.  Warren,  from  your  office 
decision  of  March  8, 1892,  holding  for  cancellation  her  homestead  entry 
covering  the  NE.  J,  Sec.  29,  T.  43  X,,  R.  27  W.,  Taylor's  Falls  land  dis- 
trict, Minnesota,  for  conflict  with  the  grant  for  the  Northern  Pacific 
railroad  company. 

The  land  in  question  is  within  the  twenty  miles  primary  limits  of  the 
grant  for  said  company,  as  a<\justed  to  the  line  of  definite  loeation 
shown  upon  the  map  filed  November  20,  1871.  It  is  also  incladed 
within  the  reservation  created  under  the  treaty  of  February  23, 1855 
(10  Stat.,  1166),  with  the  Chippewa  Indians. 

By  the  terms  of  the  second  article  of  said  treaty  it  was  provided— 

And  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  President  may  deem  it  advisal)le  for  the  interest 
and  welfare  of  said  Indians,  or  any  of  them,  he  shall  cause  the  said  reservations,  or 
such  portion  or  portions  thereof,  as  may  be  necessary,  to  1>e  surveyed ;  and  assign  to 
each  head  of  a  family,  or  single  person  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  a  reasonabU' 
quantity  of  land,  in  one  body,  not  to  exceed  eighty  acres  in  any  case,  for  his  or  tbeir 
separate  use ;  and  he  may,  at  his  discretion,  as  the  occupants  thereof  become  capable 
of  mnnaging  their  business  and  affairs,  issue  patents  to  them  for  the  tracts  su 
assigned  to  them  respectively ;  said  tracts  to  bo  exempt  from  taxation,  levy,  sale,  or 
forfeiture;  and  not  to  be  aliened  or  leased  for  a  longer  ]>eriod  than  two  years,  &t  cue 
time,  until  otherwise  provided  by  the  legislature  of  the  State  in  which  they  may  be 
ftituatv,  Avith  the  assent  of  Congress.    They  shall  not  be  sold,  or  alienated,  in  fee,  for 
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a  period  of  five  years  after  the  date  of  the  patents;  and  not  then  without  the  assent 
of  tiie  President  of  the  United  States  heing  first  obtained.  Prior  to  the  issue  of  the 
patented  the  President  shall  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  neces- 
sary and  expedient,  respecting  the  disposition  of  any  of  said  tracts  in  case  of  the 
death  of  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  they  may  be  assigned,  so  that  the  same  shall 
be  secnred  to  the  families  of  such  deceased  persons;  and  should  any  of  the  Indians 
to  whom  tranto  may  be  assigned  thereafter  abandon  them,  the  President  may  make 
such  rules  and  regulations,  in  relation  to  such  abandoned  tracts,  as  in  his  judgment 
may  be  necessary  and  proper. 

Thus  evidencing,  as  stated  iu  the  opening  recitation  of  said  article, 
a  reservatioiT  "for  the  permanent  homes  of  said  Indians.''  The  reser- 
vations created  under  the  treaty  of  1855  were  reduced  by  the  treaties 
of  March  11, 1863,  proclaimed  March  19, 1863  (12  Stat.,  1249),  and  that 
of  May  7, 1864,  proclaimed  March  20, 1865  (13  Stat.,  693),  each  of  which 
ceded  part  of  the  lands  formerly  reserved  to  the  United  States.  In 
each  of  said  treaties  it  was  declared  not  to  be  obligatory  upon  the 
Indians  to  remove  to  the  new  reservation  until  the  United  States  ha<l 
complied  with  certain  stipulations,  and  in  each  there  was  a  special  pro- 
vision in  regard  to  the  Mille  Lac  Indians  (a  band  of  the  Ghipx>ewas), 
in  the  following  words : 

Provided,  that  owing  to  the  heretofore  goo<l  conduct  of  th<4  Mille  Lac  Indians  they 
shall  not  be  compelled  to  remove  so  long  as  they  shall  not  in  any  way  interfere  with, 
or  in  any  way  molest,  the  persons  or  property  of  the  whites. 

As  to  the  lands  ceded  after  the  treaties  with  the  Indians  had  been 
proclaimed,  it  would  seem  that  the  effect  of  the  i)rovision  just  referred 
to  was  to  leave  these  ceded  lands  in  the  nature  of  Indian  country,  as 
it  was  before  the  conclusion  of  the  treaty  of  1855  with  these  Indians 
by  which  a  technical  reservation  was  established. 

The  question  of  the  effect  of  the  reservation  created  under  the  treaty 
of  1855  upon  the  grant  for  the!Northern  Pacific  Hailroad  Company,  has 
before  been  the  subject  of  consideration  by  this  Department  in  the  case 
of  Northern  Pacific  K.  R.  Co.  et  al  v.  Walters  et  al  (13  L.  D.,  230),  but 
the  discussion  in  said  case  was  limited  to  the  effect  of  said  reservation 
upon  the  company's  right  to  make  selection  of  such  lands  under  its 
indemnity  provisions.  The  effect  of  the  reservation  created  under  the 
treaty  of  1855,  upon  the  grant  for  said  company  has  not  before  been 
considered  by  this  Department.  I  understand  from  inquiry  at  your 
office  that  the  present  case  was  made  a  test  case  for  the  determination 
thereof.  This  being  so,  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  company  has  not 
filed  an  argument  in  answer  to  the  appeal,  filed  iu  behalf  of  Warren, 
from  your  office  decision  holding  that  tliese  lands  inured  to  the  com- 
pany under  its  grant  because  they  were  freed  of  the  reservation  prior 
to  the  definite  location  of  the  company's  road. 

It  is  understood  that  the  land  in  question  is  a  part  of  that  ceded  by 
the  treaty  concluded  May  7, 1864,  but  as  said  treaty's  ratification  was 
advised,  with  an  amendment  by  the  Senate,  February  14,  1865,  and 
proclaimed  by  the  President  Marc'h  20,  1865,  it  must  be  held  that  this 
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land  waa  in  a  state  of  reservation  under  the  treaty  of  1855,  at  the  date 
of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  365),  under  which 
the  compa:3y  claims  this  grant. 

The  question  for  determination,  therefore  is:  Was  sncii  a  reservation, 
sufficient  to  except  the  lands  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of 
the  grant  for  said  compauy! 

In  the  case  of  Bardon  v.  Northern  Pacific  railroad  company  (145 
U.  S.,  535),  it  was  held,  referring  to  the  grant  of  1864,  that  said  grant 
^is  of  alternate  sections  of  public  land,  and  by  public  land,  as  it  has 
been  long  settled,  is  meant  such  land  as  is  open  to  sale  or  other  dis- 
position  under  general  laws.^ 

In  the  case  of  Dellone  v.  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Co.  (16  L.  D., 
229),  it  was  held  that  lands  embraced — ^at  the  date  of  definite  location 
of  the  road — within  a  technical  Indian  reservation  established  under 
the  provisions  of  a  treaty  do  not  form  a  part  of  the  ^'  Indian  country'^ 
to  which  the  provisions  contained  in  section  two,  of  the  grant  of  18G4, 
for  extinguishing  the  Indian  title,  are  applicable,  but  are  reserved  from 
the  operation  of  said  grant  under  the  express  terms  of  the  third  section 
thereof. 

The  land  under  consideration  in  that  case  was  a  part  of  the  Crow 
Indian  reservation  established  after  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act 
making  the  grant  for  said  company,  and  which  had  not  been  released 
from  reservation  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  company's  map  of  defi- 
nite location  opposite  thereto* 

In  view  of  the  decision  of  the  court,  however,  in  the  Bardon  case^ 
just  referred  to,  it  would  seem  that  the  reasoning  and  argument  made 
in  the  Dellone  case  would  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  case  now  under 
consideration,  for  it  must  be  clear  that  these  lands  reserved  under  the 
treaty  of  1855  were  not  public  lands  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  18G4,  nor  were  they  a  part  of  the  Indian  country  with  relation 
to  which  the  second  section  of  the  act  making  this  grant  provide^  foi 
the  speedy  extinguishment  of  the  Indian  title. 

After  the  treaty  of  1864  had  been  proclaimed  on  March  20,  1865,  as 
before  stated,  the  Indians  were  permitted,  under  said  treaty,  to  remain 
upon  the  land  so  long  as  they  should  not  in  any  manner  interfere  with, 
or  in  any  way  molest,  the  persons  or  property  of  the  whites,  which,  as 
before  stated,  reduced  the  previous  existing  condition,  so  far  as  the 
ceded  lands  were  concerned,  from  a  technical  reservation  to  lands 
incumbered  with  the  right  of  Indian  occupancy;  but  this  being  subse- 
quently to  the  passage  of  the  act  making  the  grant,  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  it  was  not  within  the  contemx>lation  of  the  second  section  of  the 
act  requiring  the  extinguishment  of  the  Indian  title,  which  refers  only 
to  such  lands  as  were  then  embraced  in  what  was  known  as  the  terri- 
tory of  the  Indians,  and  not  those  tracts  which  wjere  embraced  in  defined 
and  technical  reservations.  Such  reservations  established  in  accord- 
ance with  treaty  stipulations,  were,  to  my  mind,  as  free  from  the  ojier- 
ation  of  the  grant  as  reservations  established  for  any  other  purpose. 
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I  mast  therefore  reverse  your  office  decisioD,  aed  hold  that  the  land 
in  question  is  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  for  laaid  com- 
pany, and  that  the  entry  by  Annie  M.  Warren  be  permitted  to  stand, 
unless  some  other  and  sufficient  reason  exists  for  the  cancellation 
thereof. 


Willis  v.  Merritt. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  4, 1896,  22 
L.  D.,  79,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith  May  14, 1896. 


PRE-EMPTION  FINAL  PROOF— APPMCATIOX  TO  ENTER. 

Alger  P.  Wood. 

The  reserration  effected  by  notice  of  application  to  make  pre-emption  final  proof  is 
for  the  benefit  of  the  pre-emptor,  and  does  not  operate  as  a  segregation  of  the 
land,  as  between  third  parties  whose  claims 'arise  independently  of  the  pre- 
emptor.  *  '  -     -..      ». 

An  application  to  enter,  improperly  held  to  await  prior  proceedings  involving  the 
land,  when  allowed,  will  relate  back  to  the.  time  when  it  was  received  with  the 
proper  fees,  and  cut  off  intervening  adverse  claims. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  GeneniCl  Land  Office,  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  14,1896.  (W.  M.  W.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  E.  Algei*  v.  Eliza  L.  Wood,  on  the 
api)eal  of  the  latter  from  your  office  decision  of  December  13, 1894, 
holding  for  cancellation  her  homestead  entry  for  the  E.  J  of  the  l^E.  J 
of  Sec.  20  and  the  SW.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  21,  T.  13  S.,  R.  64  W., 
Pueblo,  Colorado,  land  district. 

In  order  to  clearly  understand  the  material  questions  in  the  case  it 
appears  to  be  necessary  to  refer  to  matters  antedating  the  entry  of  Wood 
and  the  filing  of  the  contest  affidavit  of  Alger  against  said  entry. 

On  the  17th  day  of  January,  1889,  one  Peet  Harness  filed  a  i)re- 
emption  declaratory  statement  covering,  inter  alia,  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, alleging  settleipent  November  22,  1888.  On  November  25, 1889, 
he  submitted  final  proof,  against  the  allowance  of  which  William  S. 
Henderson  and  Arthur  J.  Sanford  protested,  and  later  on  said  parties 
contested  Harness'  claim.  A  hearing  was  had,  and  the  local  officers 
decided  against  the  contestants. 

Contestants  appealed. 

On  March  29, 1892,  your  office  held  for  cancellation  Harness'  declara- 
tory statement  as  to  one  forty  acres  included  in  said  declaratory  state- 
ment, which  forty  is  not  involved  in  this  controversy.  While  the  mat- 
ter was  x>ending  Harness  died,  and  an  administrator  of  his  estate  was 
appointed. 
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Ou  May  22, 1893,  your  office  cauceled  the  claim  of  Harness  to  said 
forty  acres,  and,  at  the  same  time,  aUowed  F.  B.  Boss,  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  Peet  Harness,  sixty  days  in  which  to  make  payment 
for  and  entry  of  the  balance  of  the  land  iiiclnded  in  Harness'  declara- 
tory statement. 

Ou  June  3, 1893,  all  parties  iu  interest  were  notified  of  your  office 
decision  of  May  22, 1893. 

On  July  31, 1893,  the  homestead  application  of  Eliza  L.  Wood,  to 
enter  the  land  in  controversy  under  the  homestead  law,  was  received  at 
the  local  office,  with  a  remittance  of  $12.00  to  pay  the  fees  and  commis- 
sious  for  such  entry ;  and  ou  the  same  day  the  local  officers  ^^  suspended "^ 
^^said  homestead  application  to  await  the  expiration  of  the  time 
allowed  F.  B.  Boss,  administrator,  in  which  to  make  payment  for  and 
entry  of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  tract  of  land  on  which  final  proof 
had  been  offered  by  Peet  Harness.'^  At  the  same  tiu:e  Wood  was 
informed  by  the  local  office  that  the  fees  and  commissions  for  a  home- 
stead entry  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres  amounted  to  $14.50, 
instead  of  the  $12.00  remitted  by  her,  which  was  returned  to  her  by 
receiver's  check.  On  August  8, 1893,  $14.50  to  pay  fees  and  commis- 
sions of  her  homestead  entry  was  received  by  the  local  officers  from 
Mrs.  Wood.  On  August  16, 1893,  the  local  officers  reported  to  your 
office  that  the  time  allowed  Boss,  administrator,  to  pay  for  and  to  enter 
the  land,  had  expired  and  no  action  had  been  taken  by  him. 

On  August  25,  1893,  a  letter  of  inquiry  was  received  by  the  local 
officers  from  Mrs.  Wood,  relating  to  the  $14.50  she  had  remitted  to  pay 
fees  and  commissions  under  her  homestead  application. 

On  August  26, 1893,  Mrs.  Wood  was  notified  by  the  local  officers 

of  the  action  taken  by  our  office  letter  of  July  31,  1893;  that  the  said  aflminifttrator 
had  failed  to  take  any  action  in  the  premises,  and  the  matter  had  been  reporte<l  to 
the  Commissioner,  from  whom  this  office  was  awaiting  further  instructions. 

On  the  28th  day  of  August,  1893,  Mrs.  Wood  forwarded  to  the  local 
ofilcers 

an  order  of  the  court  to  the  administrator  and  a  relinqnishraent  of  the  tract  by  the 
said  F.  B.  Ross,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Peet  Harness,  deceased,  with  the 
request  that  the  original  or  copies  of  the  papers  so  transmitted  be  returned  to  her. 

On  September  5, 1893,  the  local  officers  returned  the  original  papers 
to  Mrs.  Wood  without  action,  for  the  reason  that  their  "  office  not  Lav- 
ing facilities  to  furnish  copies  of  the  i)apers  referred  to."  Said  officers 
tiirther  report: 

That  on  December  18,  1893,  the  said  relinqnishmeut  of  F.  B.  Ross,  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  Peet  Harness,  c'eeeased,  was  again  filed  in  this  office,  and  Pre.  D.  S. 
No.  14,940  was  canceled  upon  the  records. 

On  December  23, 1893,  Mrs.  Wood's  entry  for  the  land  in  controversy 
was  placed  of  record  in  the  local  office. 

On  December  29,  1893,  John  E.  Alger  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  Wood's  entry,  allegiug,  in  substance,  that  he  made  actual  settle- 
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meut  on  the  land  in  question  on  tbe  28th  day  of  October,  1893,  and 
that  lie  resided  continuoasly  thereon  until  the  filing  of  the  affidavit: 

4.  That  Baid  laud  was  restored  to  the  public  domain  December  18,  1893,  by  the 
filing  of  the  relinquishment  of  F.  B.  Ross,  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Peet  Har- 
nesa,  deceased,  and  that  on  said  December  18, 1883,  affiant  was  an  actual  bona  fide 
resident  upon  said  land,  in  undisputed  and  exclusive  possession  thereof.  5.  That 
said  homestead  entry  of  Eliza  L.  Wood  was  not  made  in  good  faith  for  her  own 
exclusive  use  and  benefit,  but  was  made  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  her  son  Charles 
Wood. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  and  bad  before  the  local  officers,  at  which 
the  parties  appeared  and  introduced  testimony. 

On  July  5, 1804,  the  register  and  receiver  found  that  Wood's  home- 
stead application  was  made  in  good  faith  and  followed  up  to  the  best 
of  her  ability. 

That  the  relinquishment  of  F.  B.  Ross,  administrator^  should  have  been  placed 
of  record  when  forwarded  to  this  office  with  Eliza  L.  Wood's  letter  of  August  28, 
1898,  instead  of  being  returned  without  action,  as  was  done  by  office  letter  of  Sep- 
tember 5, 1893. 

Th^y  recommended  that  Alger's  contest  be  dismissed. 

Alger  appealed  to  your  office. 

On  December  13, 1894,  your  office  reversed  the  finding  of  the  local 
officers,  and  held  Wood's  entry  for  cancellation. 

Wood  ai>peals. 

The  evidence  taken  at  the  hearing  shows  without  conflict  that  Alger 
settled  on  the  tract  on  the  28th  day  of  October,  1893,  and  built  a  small 
house  and  established  an  actual  residence  on  the  tract  within  a  few 
days  thereafter. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  contestant  utterly  fails  to  sustain 
the  charge  in  the  afiidavit  of  contest  that  Mrs.  Wood's  entry  was  not 
made  in  good  faith  for  her  own  use  and  benefit.  On  the  contrary,  her 
good  faith  is  abunaantly  shown. 

The  appellant  assigns  errors  in  your  office  decision : 

1.  In  holding  that  the  land  in  question  was  not  subject  to  entry  until  the  relin- 
quishment of  Ross,  administrator,  was  placed  of  record  in  the  local  office. 

2.  In  not  holding  that  the  relinquishment  in  question  should  have  been  retained 
and  placed  of  record,  and  Mrs.  Wood's  entry  allow.ed  when  the  said  relinquishment 
was  first  sent  to  the  local  office,  August  28, 1893,  in  accordance  with  the  1st  section 
of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  Hay  14,  1880. 

3.  In  not  deciding  that  the  cont«stee  by  virtue  of  her  action  in  being  the  first 
applicant  in  point  of  time  and  commencemeat  of  proceedings  for  the  acquisition  of 
title  and  by  regularly  following  up  these  proceedings  had  acc^uired  the  superior 
right  to  the  land. 

•  #  »  w  ><»  *  « 

5.  In  not  holding  that  the  contestoe  was  protected  by  law,  and  that  she  should 
not  be  allowed  to  suffer  from  the  errors  and  omissions  of  tbe  local  officers. 

Tour  office,  in  support  of  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  decision 
appealed  from,  cites  Holmes  v.  Hockett,  14  L.  D.,  127;  Mills  v,  Daley, 
17  L.  D.,  345;  and  Ady  r.  Boyle,  17  L.  D.,  529. 
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These  cases  have  been  ODiformly  followed  by  the  Department  up  to 
the  present  time.  See  Smith  t?.  Malone,  18  L.  D.,  482;  Fister  v,  Boyer, 
19  L.  D.,  178;  Selig  et  al  v.  Cnshing,  20  L.  D.,  57;  Mulligan  v.  Stalter, 
Id.,  225.  These  cases  hold  that  an  application  to  enter,  in  order  to  be 
valid,  must  be  made  at  a  time  when  the  land  sought  to  be  entered  is 
ftee  from  aippropriation  and  legally  subject  to  entry. 

The  que£(tipns  arising  on  the  record  in  this  case  are:  Were  the  laods 
involved^  at  the  time  Mrs.  Wood's  application  was  made,  free  &om 
appropriation  t  And,  were  they  legally  subject  to  entry  t  If  so,  then 
the  authorities  cited  in  support  of  your  office  decision  are  not  applica 
ble  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  should  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  deteniii- 
nation  of  the  case.  In  my  judgment,  both  of  these  questions  should 
be  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

At  the  time  Mrs.  Wood's  application  to  enter  was  made  the  land 
embraced  therein  was  government  land.  Harness  had  been  adjudged 
to  have  the  better  right  to  it  as  against  Henderson  and  Sanford  who 
contested  his  pre  emption  filing;  Harness'  final  proof  had  been  found 
satisfactory,  but  he  took  no  steps  to  complete  his  right  to  the  laud  by 
making  payment  for  it,  which  was  a  prerequisite  in  order  to  make 
entry  of  the  land  under  the  pre-emption  law.  After  his  death  bis 
administrator  was  given  sixty  days  by  your  office  in  which  to  make 
payment  and  entry  of  the  land.  This  order  could  not  be  construed  as 
reserving,  or  withdrawing  the  land  from  disposition  under  the  home- 
stead law,  to  the  first  legal  applicant,  for  there  is  no  authority  in  la\r 
for  withdrawing  or  reserving  public  land  in  such  manner  or  for  sach  a 
purpose.  It  will  be  remembered  that  Harness'  administrator  is  not 
asserting  any  claim  adverse  to  Mrs.  Wood  in  this  matter.  This  con- 
troversy is  between  strangers  to  the  record  in  the  Harness  claim. 

A  pre-emption  filing  does  not  constitute  an  appropriation  of  the  land 
reserved  thereby.  The  appropriation  or  disposition  of  the  land  included 
in  such  filing  only  takes  place  and  becomes  effective  after  final  proof  is 
made  and  accepted  and  the  x>urchase  money  paid  to  the  proper  govern- 
ment officer.  See  Frisbie  v.  Whitney,  9  Wallace,  187;  TheYosemite 
Valley  case,  15  Wallace,  77;  17  Opinions  Attorneys-General,  160; 
United  States  r.  Johnson  et  aL,  5  L.  D.  442. 

,  A  pre-emption  filing  is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  filing,  or  entry  of  the 
land  covered  by  such  filing,  by  another  person.  Milam  t?.  Favrow,  1 
L.  D.,  435;  Olson  r.  Larson  et  aL,  4  L.  D.,  4(^3-404;  Iddings  v.  Bums,  8 
L.  D.,  224;  Waller  v.  Davis,  9  L.  D.,  262. 

While  this  is  true,  it  has  been  held  by  the  Department  that  published 
notice  of  an  application  to  make  pre-emption  cash  entry  so  far  reserves 
the  land  covered  by  sucli  application  as  to  prevent  its  being  properly 
entered  by  another,  pending  consideration  of  said  application  and  final 
action  thereon.  L.  J.  Capps,  8  L.  D.,  406;  Smith  v.  Brearly,  9  L.  D., 
175;  Creasy  v.  Hamilton,  16  L.  D.,  520;  Id.,  on  review,  18  L.  D.,  128. 

Moreover,  in  this  case  the  equivalent  of  final  action  had  been  taken 
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resx)ectiDg  this  pre-emption  claim,  when  Mrs.  Wood  applied  to  cuter,  as 
the  time  in  which  to  make  payment  by  the  administrator  had  expired. 

This  limited  reservation  is  made  more  as  an  administrative  matter 
than  as  a  matter  strictly  founded  on  the  letter  of  the  law.  It  is  made 
solely  for  the  individual  benefit  and  protection  of  the  person  who  made 
the  pre-emption  filing,  and  who  has  given  notice  of  making  his  final 
proof.  As  between  third  parties,  whose  claims  arise  iudependeutly  and 
in  no  manner  growing  out  of  the  pre-emi)tiou  claiin  or  connected  there- 
with, as  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  cannot  be  held  to  segregate  the  laud  so  as 
to  take  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  Land  Department  to  dispose  of  it  to 
the  first  legal  applicant.  In  other  words,  Harness,  or  his  administra- 
tor, was  the  only  party  who  could  have  properly  claimed  the  benefits  of 
this  reservation.  Certainly,  Alger  could  base  no  such  a  claim  upon  it  as 
would  operate  to  defeat  Wood's  right  under  her  homestead  application. 

Mrs.  Wood's  application  to  enter  this  land  was  received  by  the  local 
officers  on  the  Slst  day  of  July,  1893,  the  amount  remitted  by  her  for 
fees  and  commissions  was  not  enough  by  $2.50;  upon  being  advised  of 
this  fact,  she  forwarded  to  the  local  officers  the  proper  amount  ($14.50), 
which  was  received  by  the  local  officers  on  the  8th  day  of  August,  1893, 
and  retained  by  them.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  local  officers  upon  the 
receipt  of  this  money  to  have  allowed  her  entry  as  of  that  date.  The 
fact  that  they  did  not  act  on  her  application  should  in  no  manner 
operate  to  prejudice  or  defeat  her  right. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  failure  of  the  local  officers  to  act  x)romptly 
on  a  relinquishment  will  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  a  subsequent 
applicant  for  the  land.  Yates  r.  Glafcke,  10  L.  D.,  673;  Roberts  v.  Gas- 
ton et  al,  11  L.  D.,  692;  Anna  B.  Krider,  15  L.  D.,  21. 

I  see  no  reason  why  this  principle  shoald  not  apply  with  the  same 
force  to  the  failure  of  the  local  officers  to  act  upon  an  apjilieation  to 
enter,  as  well  as  to  a  relinquishment  of  an  entry.  It  may  be  said  that 
the  register  and  receiver  did  act  on  Mrs.  Wood's  application  by  sus- 
pending it.  The  local  officers  were  without  authority  under  the  law  to 
*^ suspend"  the  application.  It  was  their  duty,  as  before  stated,  to  act 
on  said  application  by  either  accepting  or  rejecting  it.  If  the  register 
and  receiver  had  rejected  her  application,  it  would  have  been  their  duty 
to  notify  her  of  their  action  and  of  her  right  to  appeal  before  she  would 
have  been  called  upon  to  take  further  steps  in  order  to  protect  her  rights. 

When  the  local  officers  did  act  upon  Wood's  application,  they  accepted 
it  and  thereby  cured  or  condoned  their  prior  neglect  to  do  so.  Her  appli- 
cation initiated  a  right  under  the  homestead  law  that  related  back  upon 
its  acceptance  to  the  time  it  was  received  by  the  local  officers  and  the 
required  amount  of  fees  and  commissions  paid  to  them,  and  cut  off  all 
intervening  adverse  claims.    Rice  v.  Lenzshek,  13  L.  D.,  154. 

The  application  of  Mrs.  Wood  to  ent^r  the  land  in  question  should 
have  been  allowed  long  before  Alger's  settlement  (October  28, 1893), 
and  while  i)ending  it  withdrew  the  land  from  other  disposition.    Alger 
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could  not,  and  did  not,  acquire  any  right  by  his  settlement  at  the  time 
he  made  it,  any  more  than  he  would  if  the  land  had  been  covered  by  an 
actual  entry  made  prior  to  such  settlement.  See  Pfaff  r.  Williams  et  a/., 
4  L.  D.,  455;  Hughey  r.  Dougherty,  9  L.  D.,  29;  Richards  r.  McEenzie 
(on  review),  13  L.  D.,  71;  Oomlale  v.  Olney  (on  review),  13  L.  D.,  498; 
McMichael  r.  Murphy  et  aL  (on  review),  20  L.  D.,  535. 

Algeria  contest  is  accordingly  dismissed,  and  your  office  decision  is 
reversed. 


APPMCATION  TO  ENTER— NOTICE  OF  REJECTION. 

Wilson  v.  Calkins  et  al. 

Failure  to  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  an  application  to  enter  does  not  defeat  the 
right  of  the  applicant,  if  he  ia  not  given  the  requisite  notice  in  writing  of  the 
adverse  action  and  of  hit  right  of  appeal  therefironi. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  May 

14, 1896.  (W.  A.  E.) 

Ira  Calkins,  by  Copp  and  Luckett,  his  attorneys,  has  filed  motion  for 
review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  16,  1895  (unreported),  in  the 
case  of  John  Wilson  v.  Ira  Calkins  and  Edward  A.  Boss,  involving  the 
E.  i  of  the  NE.  i,  and  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  29,  T.  49  K,  R.  9  W., 
Ashland,  Wisconsin,  land  district. 

This  land  is  a  portion  of  that  forfeited  and  restored  to  the  public 
domain  by  act  of  Congress  approved  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  493), 
and  was  opened  to  entry  on  February  23,  1891. 

At  9  o'clock  A.  M.,  on  the  latter  named  day,  the  soldiers'  declaratory 
statements  of  Ira  Calkins  for  the  N.  i  of  the  NE.  |,  the  SE.  ^  of  the 
NE.  i,  and  the  NE.  i  of  the  SE.  i  of  said  section  29;  and  of  Edward 
A.  Ross  for  the  S  W.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  the  W.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  and  the  SE. 
i  of  the  SE.  ^9  of  the  same  section,  were  received  by  mail  at  the  local 
office  and  placed  of  record. 

About  an  hour  later,  on  the  same  day,  the  homestead  application  of 
John  Wilson  for  the  E.  i  of  the  NE.  J,  and  the  E.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  of 
said  section,  was  received  by  mail  and  rejected  for  conflict  with  the 
soldiers'  declaratory  statements  of  Calkins  and  Ross. 

Wilson  did  not  appeal  fh)m  this  rejection,  but  on  March  17, 1891,  he 
filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  soldier's  declaratory  statement  of 
Calkins,  and  on  May  1, 1891,  he  also  filed  affidavit  of  contest  agsiinst 
the  soldier's  declaratory  statement  of  Ross,  allegiug  in  each  instance 
X)rior  settlement. 

On  July  13, 1891,  Calkins,  and  on  August  11,  1891,  Ross,  filed  home- 
stead applications,  respectively,  for  the  land  covered  by  their  declara- 
tory statements,  and  these  applications  were  suspended  to  await  final 
action  on  the  contests  of  Wilson  and  one  Jonas  Wickstrom  (also 
an  applicant  for  a  portion  of  the  land  covered  by  said  declaratory 
statements). 
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After  various  orders  by  the  local  ofSce  and  your  office,  ahearinf^  was 
fiually  had  on  November  14, 1892. 

The  testimony  taken  at  that  time  shows  that  in  May,  1890,  Wilson 
made  settlement  on  thelNE.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  said  section  by  laying  the 
fonndation  of  a  house,  clearing  some  land,  and  planting  potatoes;  that 
in  July,  1890,  he  built  a  house  on  the  NE.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  the  section, 
moved  into  it,  and  continued  to  live  on  the  land  up  to  the  date  of  the 
opening,  except  for  short  absences  (part  of  which  was  due  to  an  acci- 
dental wound). 

January  13,  1893,  the  register  and  receiver  found  in  favor  of  Wilson, 
and  this  action  was  affirmed  by  your  office  on  July  28, 1893. 

Boss  did  not  appeal  from  your  office  decision,  but  Calkins  did,  audit 
is  the  decision  of  the  Department  affirming  the  action  of  your  office 
that  is  now  under  review. 

Section  2  of  the  act  of  September  29,  1890,  gives  to  bona  fide  set- 
tlers on  said  forfeited  lands  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  a 
preference  right  of  entry  for  a  period  of  six  months. 

Wilson  was  a  settler  in  good  faith  on  this  land  at  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  said  act,  and  consequently  had  a  settler's  preference  right 
of  entry.  The  chief  question  in  the  case,  then,  is,  whether  he  pro- 
tected his  settlement  rights. 

The  principal  points  presented  for  consideration  by  this  motion  are: 

1.  That  Wilson's  homestead  affidavit,  filed  with  his  application  of 
February  23, 1891,  was  illegal  and  void,  having  been  executed  before 
a  deputy  clerk  at  a  point  far  distant  from  the  clerk's  office,  a  deputy 
clerk  having  no  authority  to  administer  oaths  in  such  cases  under  the 
laws  of  Wisconsin. 

2.  That  even  if  such  application  were  valid,  yet  Wilson  lost  what- 
ever rights  he  might  have  had  thereunder  by  his  failure  to  appeal  from 
its  rejection. 

3.  That  Wilson's  contest  against  the  soldiers'  declaratory  statements 
of  Calkins  and  Boss  availed  him  nothing,  as  contest  will  not  lie  against 
a  soldier's  declaratory  statement.  The  case  of  Lachapelle  v,  Herbert 
(18  L.  D.,  494),  from  the  same  land  district  and  similar  in  many  par- 
ticulars to  the  present  case,  is  cited  in  support  of  this  last  proposition. 

The  record  shows  that  W^ilson's  homestead  affidavit,  filed  with  his 
application  on  ipebruary  23, 1891,  was  sworn  to  before  **0.  fl.  Noyes, 
Clerk  of  the  Court  for  Bayfield  Co.,  Wis."  After  a  careful  examination 
of  all  the  testimony  and  exhibits  in  the  case,  I  am  unable  to  find  one 
word  of  evidence  in  support  of  the  statement  that  said  affidavit  was 
executed  before  a  deputy  clerk  at  a  point  far  distant  from  the  clerk's 
office,  and  consequently  there  is  no  need  to  consider  the  cases  cited  by 
counsel  an  to  the  illegality  of  a  homestead  affidavit  so  executed.  Wil- 
son's' application  was  prima  facie  valid  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  impeach  its  validity. 

Did  he  lose  what  rights  he  might  have  had  under  said  application  by 
his  failure  to  appeal  from  its  rejection  t 
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There  is  notbiug  iu  the  record  to  sliow  that  this  application  was  ever 
formally  rejected  or  that  Wilson  was  ever  notified  of  its  rejection  and 
his  right  of  appeal.  The  only  notation  on  said  application  is  the  date 
of  receipt.  The  local  attorney  for  Wilson,  X.  B.  Wharton,  says  in  bis 
answer  to  the  appeal  of  Calkins  and  Eoss  from  the  decision  of  the 
register  and  receiver: 

PlaintilTB  application  to  enter  the  land^  tiled  Febrnary  23,  1891,  wa«  erroneoiiBlv- 
rejected  by  the  register  and  receiver  and  he  was  not  advised  at  that  time  that  he  bad 
a  right  to  appeal  from  said  rejection  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
but  on  the  other  hand  he  was  advised  that  he  had  thirty  days  in  which  to  ask  for  a 
hearing.  He  took  the  latter  conrseand  applied  for  a  hearing  to  determine  his  rights 
in  the  matter. 

In  the  case  of  Owens  r.  Ganger  (18  L.  D.,  6),  it  was  held  that  failure 
to  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  an  application  to  enter  does  not  defeat 
the  right  of  the  applicant,  where  he  is  not  given  the  requisite  notice  iu 
writing  of  the  adverse  action  and  of  his  right  of  appeal  therefrom. 

The  fact,  then,  that  Wilson  followed  the  erroneous  advice  of  the  local 
officers  and  filed  affidavits  of  contest  against  the  declaratory  state- 
ments of  Calkins  and  Ross,  instead  of  appealing  from  the  rejection  of 
his  application  to  enter,  cannot  defeat  his  rights  under  his  application, 
as  he  was  never  properly  notified  of  the  rejection  of  said  application 
and  of  his  right  of  appeal. 

This  view  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  eflect  of 
a  contest  against  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement. 

The  motion  for  review  is  denied. 


MILLE  LAC  INDIAX  LANDS-PRE-EMPTIOX  C!LvVIM. 

Smith  v.  Loghben. 

A  pre-emption  filing  for  Mille  Lac  lands,  authorized  by  the  rulings  in  force  at  the  time 
of  its  allowance,  is  within  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  second  proviso  to  sectiou 
6,  act  of  January  14,  1889,  and  is  accordingly  protected  thereby,  if  subsisting  at 
the  date  of  said  act. 

Under  a  filing  of  snch  character,  however,  wherein  the  ri^ht  to  make  final  proof  i^^ 
suspended  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  :t  is  incumbent  upon  the 
pre-emptor,  during  such  perioil  of  suspension,  to  maintain  his  possessory  right 
by  such  act8  as  will  negative  an  inference  of  abandonment,  where  the  rights  of 
an  intervening  adverse  claimant  are  involveil. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

14,  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  January  9, 1884,  James  Lochren  made  declaratory  statement  filing 
Ko,  1966,  for  SE,  i  S  W  i,  W.  i  SE  i  and  SB.  i  SE.  i  Sec.  18,  T,  42  X., 
E.  25  W.,  4th  p.  m.,  Minnesota,  alleging  settlement  DecemberlO,  18S3. 

On  February  9,  1891,  Frank  M.  Smith  filed  homestead  entry  'So, 
3970,  which  conflicted  with  Lochreu's  filing  as  to  the  ITVV.  J  of  SE.  J. 

On  November  3,  1891,  Nils  J.  Johnson  filed  homestead  entry  Xo. 
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4004,  whicli  included  the  remainder  of  Locliren's  filing  not  covered  by 
Smith's  entry.  Lochren  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  make  final  proof 
April  23, 1891,  on  which  date  Smith  protested  against  said  final  proof 
on  the  ground  that  Lochren's  pre-emption  had  expired. 

A  hearing  was  tlierenpon  had,  and,  on  December  29,  1893,  the  local 
officers  rendered  their  decision  rejecting  Lochren's  claim.  From  this 
decision  Lochren  appealed  to  your  office  upon  various  grounds  in  said 
appeal  si>ecified,  and  oil  November  8th,  1894,  your  office  considered 
said  case  and  reached  the  same  general  conclusion  as  that  arrived  at 
by  the  local  officers,  although  based  on  a  different  line  of  reasoning. 

On  January  5, 1895,  Lochren  filed  his  appeal  from  your  office  deci- 
sion, in  which  is  specified  various  errors  of  law.  It  is  alleged  (1)  that 
your  office  erred  in  holding  that  the  act  of  July  4, 1884,  was  simply 
declaratory  of  a  pre-existing  right  in  the  Indians  and  that  the  lands 
were  in  a  state  of  reservation  and  not  subject  to  entry  or  disposal  prior 
to  the  passage  of  that  act,  and  (2)  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the 
land  in  question  was  not  subject  to  disposal  at  the  time  of  Lochren's 
filing ;  (3)  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the  act  of  January  14, 1889, 
annulle<l  all  rights  under  pre-emption  filings  within  the  limits  of  the 
Mille  Lac  reservation ;  (4)  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the  proviso  to 
the  act  of  January  14,  1889,  does  not  save  rights  acquired  under  a 
preemption  filing  and  applies  only  to  cases  where  final  proof  had 
been  previously  made ;  (6)  in  holding  that  no  entry  of  said  lands  could 
be  made  except  between  the  dates  specified  in  the  joint  resolution 
approved  December  19, 1893 ;  (6)  in  holding  that  the  attempt  of  Lochren 
to  make  entry  and  proof  in  1891,  was  not  equivalent  to  an  entry  in  the 
meaning  of  the  resolution  ;  (7)  error  in  holding  that  the  proviso  in  the 
act  of  July  4, 1884  (23  Stat.,  89),  applied  to  the  land  in  controversy. 

The  last  named  contention  will  be  first  disposed  of,  since,  if  the  said 
proviso  does  not  apply,  the  case  will  be  greatly  simplified. 

The  contention  of  appellant  is  that  the  language  of  the  proviso  refers 
to  land  in  an  entirely  different  locality.  This  question,  however,  is  not 
an  open  one  here.  In  the  case  of  Robert  Lowe  (5  L.  D.,  541),  this  pro- 
viso was  construed  and  that  construction  leaves  the  land  in  question 
with  the  body  of  land  intended  to  be  affected  by  the  act.  The  effect 
of  this  legislation  upon  Lochren's  filing  is  quite  another  question.  The 
filing  was  made  prior  to  the  date  of  the  act  which  only  undertook  to 
suspend  and  arrest  all  further  proceedings  to  acquire  title  to  any  ot 
these  lands  until  further  legislation  should  be  had,  and  this  further 
legislation  was  had  when  the  act  of  January  14, 1889  (25  Stat.,  642-645), 
became  operative. 

The  act  of  July  4, 1884,  was  the  result  of  a  doubt,  as  to  whether  the 
lands  coverwl  by  the  various  treaties  with  the  Mille  Lac  Indians  could, 
under  said  treaties,  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  public  domain  and 
open  to  settlement.  Its  purpose  seems  to  have  been  to  arrest  all  further 
attempts  at  settlement  upon  them,  until  this  doubt  was  removed.    The 
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treaties  oi  March  11, 1803  (12  Stat,  1249),  ami  of  May  7, 1864  (13StaU 
695)  were  those  under  which  the  title  of  the  governmeDt  was  acquired 
and  each  of  said  treaties  contaiued  this  provision :  that,  owing  to  the 
heretofore  ^^good  conduct  of  the  Mille  Lac  Indians,  they  shall  not  be 
compelled  to  remove  so  long  as  they  shall  not  in  any  way  interfere  witb, 
or  in  any  manner  molest,  the  persons  or  pioperty  of  the  whites." 

This  treaty  stipulation,  therefore,  was  of  force  when  Lochren's  filing 
was  allowed  and  if  it  was  a  void  filing  it  must  have  been  for  tbis 
reason.  It  seems,  however,  from  the  before  cited  act  of  January  14, 
1889,  that  while  Congress  recognizecl  the  existence  of  an  unextinguished 
interest  in  the  lands  remaining  in  the  Indians  under  these  treatiei^,  it 
also  recognized  the  existence  of  valid  pre-emption  and  homestead  entries 
made  while  this  interest  survived. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  Lochren's  filing  cannot  properly  be  held  void 
because  of  these  treaty  stipulations,  but  having  been  allowed  by  tbe 
government,  is  to  be  treated  as  valid.  The  real  question  then  as  to  the 
validity  of  this  tiling  is:  Does  it  come  within  the  proviso  of  said  act  of 
January  14, 1889,  which  provides — 

That  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  held  to  authorize  the  sale  or  other  (lispoeal  under 
its  provision  of  any  tract  upon  which  there  is  a  subsisting  valid  pre  emption  nr 
homestead  entry,  but  any  snch  entry  shall  be  proceeded  with  under  the  regulstioDS 
and  decisions  in  force  at  the  date  of  its  allowance,  und  if  fonnd  regular  and  valid, 
patents  shall  issne  thereon. 

Lochren's  filing  was  allowed,  and  it  seems  to  have  been  authorized 
by  tlie  decisions  of  force  at  the  time  of  its  allowance. 

In  a  technical  sense,  a  pre-emption  filing  is  not  an  entry,  but  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  a  valid  pre-emption  filing  comes  within  the  spirit  aud 
meaning  of  said  proviso,  if  subsisting  at  the  date  of  the  act. 

Lochren  had  then  a  valid  pre-emption  tiling  of  record  prior  to  aud  at 
the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884. 

The  proof,  I  think,  shows  that  he  maintained  residence  upon  the  laud 
and  continued  to  make  improvements  upon  it  from  January,  1884,  to 
August,  1884,  which  would  have  entitled  him  to  submit  final  proof  and 
obtain  final  certificate  but  for  the  passage  of  said  act  of  July  4, 1SS4. 
This  act  having  suspended  his  right  to  make  final  proof,  or  payment, 
the  question  arises,  what  were  his  legal  obligations  as  to  continued 
residence  upon  the  land  during  the  period  of  suspension  f 

In  the  case  of  Hudson  v.  Docking  (4  L.  D.,  333),  it  was  held  that 
meager  observance  of  the  requirements  of  the  pre-emption  law  pending: 
a  prolonged  suspension  of  the  township  x>lat  would  be  excused,  where 
good  faith  was  shown  in  the  maintenance  of  possession  during  such 
period. 

In  case  of  Albert  H.  Hooper  ex  parte  (12  L.  D.,  G33)  it  was  held  that 
after  due  compliance  with  the  law  as  to  five  years'  residence  and  culti- 
vation, his  subsequent  temporary  absence  would  not  affect  his  rights. 
It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  one  occupying  the  status  which  Lochren 
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did  towards  this  land,  would  be  bound  to  do  enough  towards  the  per- 
petuation and  protection  of  his  possession  to  negative  the  inference  of 
the  abandonment  of  his  claim,  where  the  rights  of  an  intervener  are  in 
question.  He  seems  to  have  made  occasional  repairs  and  tried  to  i^eep 
up  his  settlement  until  May,  1887,  at  which  time  he  visited  it  and 
found  his  house  so  wrecked  that  he  says  of  it:  ^<The  condition  in 
which  I  found  my  house,  completely  discouraged  me  from  making  any 
further  attempts  to  keep  my  house  in  repair  until  the  land  should  be 
again  opened  for  settlement."  From  that  time  until  he  returned  to  it 
February  16, 1891,  it  was  permitted  to  decay  and  present  the  appear- 
ance  of  an  abandoned  claim  and  it  was  during  this  time  and  seven 
days  before  Lochren's  return  and  re-occupancy,  that  Smith  made  his 
entry  for  a  part  of  the  land  covered  by  Lochren's  filing.  As  between 
Smith  and  Lochren,  as  to  that  part  of  the  land  claimed  by  Smith, 
Lorhren  must  be  held  to  have  abandoned  it.  He  proceeded,  however, 
to  rebuild  his  house  (the  exact  location  of  which  is  not  disclosed  by  the 
record)  and  to  re-oi>en  his  clearing,  and  afterwards,  and  while  he  was 
so  in  x>o8session,  Johnson  made  his  homestead  entry  for  the  remainder 
of  the  land  not  covered  by  Smith's  entry. 

Johnsoti,  a«  far  as  the  record  discloses,  made  his  entry  after  Lochren 
had  cured  or  was  engaged  in  curing  his  default,  and  while  Lochren's 
filing  was  still  intact,  and  he  thereby  acquired  no  right  except  as 
subject  to  Lochren's  prior  rights.  Johnson,  it  seems,  did  not  protest 
against  Lochren's  final  proof.  It  is  directed  that  a  hearing  be  had  and 
that  Johnson  be  required  to  show  cause  why  his  homestead  entry  No. 
4094  should  not  be  canceled  and  Lochren  be  allowed  to  perfect  his  final 
proof  for  the  land  covered  by  it. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  so  modified. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST— NOTICE-CONTESTANT. 

MABSH  V.  HUOHES. 

The  fact  that  the  claimant  is  residing  on  the  land  at  tlie  time  when  the  notice  of 
contest  is  legally  served,  will  not  defeat  a  contest  charging  abandonment,  if  it 
appears  that  the  claimant's  action  in  returning  to  the  land  is  indaced  hy  actual 
knowledge  of  the  impending  suit,  with  no  previous  intent  to  comply  with  the 
law  in  good  faith. 

A  tenant  at  will  of  a  homesteader  is  not,  by  reason  of  such  relation  to  the  entryman^ 
precluded  from  contesting  his  entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oentral  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  14,  1896.  (C.  W.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Wilbert  U.  Marsh  against  Francis 
Hughes,  as  presented  by  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  the  decision  of 
your  office  of  January  23,  1895,  dismissing  his  contest  of  the  latter's 
homestead  entry,  No.  3370,  made  April  18,  1892,  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec. 
34,  T.  9  N.,  E.  4  E.,  Oklahoma  land  district,  Oklahoma  Territory. 
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The  record  shows  that  said  Marsh  filed  his  affidavit  of  contei»t 
agaiust  said  entry  on  April  8, 1893,  charging  abandonment,  change  of 
residence  and  failure  to  settle  on  and  cultivate  the  land  entered;  that 
on  October  liS,  1893,  a  notice  of  hearing  was  issued  by  the  local  officer.^, 
but  was  not  served  by  the  contestant ;  that  another  notice  was  issued 
on  November  27,  1893,  for  a  hearing  on  January  IG,  1894;  that  service 
of  said  notice  was  made  on  December  17, 1893,  which  was  Sunday  and 
on  that  account  was  set  aside  by  the  local  officers,  and  notice  issued 
for  a  hearing  on  February  26, 1894,  at  which  time  the  parties  appeared 
and  a  hearing  was  duly  had.  The  local  officers  held  that  the  entry- 
man  had  cured  his  laches  prior  to  the  service  of  the  notice  of  contest, 
and  hence  the  allegations  of  the  contestant  that  the  claimant  had 
abandoned  his  claim  or  failed  to  establish  his  residence  thereon  was 
not  true  at  the  time  of  service  of  notice,  and  they  dismissed  the 
contest. 

The  contestant  appealed,  and  your  office  affirmed  the  judgment  of 
the  local  officers;  but  upon  the  ground  that  the  contestant  being  teu< 
ant  at  will  of  the  entryman,  ^<  could  not  be  heard  to  charge  his  landlord 
with  abandonment  of  the  land."  The  contestant  has  appealeil  to  the 
Department. 

Without  reviewing  the  evidence  in  detail,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
I  agree  with  your  office  decision  that  it  shows  an  entire  lack  of  good 
faith  on  the  part  of  the  entryman  and  fully  supports  the  allegations  of 
contest. 

But  it  is  contended  oA  the  part  of  the  entryman  that  his  failure  to 
comply  with  the  law  (if  it  exist)  was  cured  prior  to  the  service  of  notice; 
and  this  plea  was  accepted  by  the  local  officers. 

It  is  well  settled,  that  compliance  with  the  law,  after  affidavit  of  con- 
test is  filed  and  before  notice  of  contest  is  issued,  will  cure  a  prior 
default  and  defeat  the  contest.    But 

evidence  of  compliance  with  the  law  after  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  and  before  the 
service  of  legal  notice,  shonhl  be  considered  with  reference  to  the  question  whether 
the  claimant  in  fact  had  or  had  not  knowledge  of  the  tiling  of  the  contest,  and 
in  the  former  event,  whether  his  subseqaent  compliance  with  the  law  was  because 
of  SQch  knowledge  and  with  a  view  of  defeating  the  contest,  and  with  no  previoos 
intent  to  comply  with  the  law  in  good  faith,  or  was  uuiudnenced  by  such  knowledge 
and  bona  fide  in  pursuance  of  an  original  purpose  to  fulfil  the  law.  In  the  former 
cas4\  the  evidence  would  be  entitled  to  little  orno  weight,  and  in  the  latter,  to  as 
much  as  if  no  affidavit  had  been  filed.  The  fact  of  compliance  with  the  law  after 
affidavit  and  before  legal  notice,  merely  goes  to  the  weight  and  not  the  admissibility 
of  the  testimony,  ....  and  good  faith  is  always  an  iniport<ant,  if  not  a  controlling 
element.  Scott  r.  King,  9  L.  D.,  299.  And  see  Ashwell  r.  Honey,  13  L.  D.,  121  and 
cases  cited. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  while  the  evidence  shows  that  the  entryman  was 
residing  on  the  laud,  when  the  notice  of  contest  was  served  upon  him 
on  January  16, 1894,  it  is  admitted  by  the  entryman  that  the  postmaster 
at  Krebs,  Indian  Territory,  about  the  latter  part  of  October,  1803, 
oflFered  to  serve  notice  of  the  contest  on  him,  and  that  he  refused  to 
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accept  service,  sayiug,  "that  is  all  riglit,  let  tlic  government  settle  it." 
And  you  say  in  your  office  decision,  that  considering  the  entryman's 
absence  from  the  land  for  nearly  fourteen  months,  his  refusal  to  permit 
service  upon  liim  of  the  notice,  and  the  i^ict  that  he  has  made  no  addi- 
tional improvement  and  has  done  no  work  on  the  land  since  his  return 
to  it,  leads  you  to  the  conclusion  "  that  his  laches  were  cured  because 
of  his  knowledge  of  the  pending  contest.''  I  concur  in  this  opinion 
and  think  that  the  entrymau  has  not  shown  a  bona  fide  intent  to  cure 
his  default. 

But,  after  deciding  that  the  charges  in  the  affidavit  of  contest  are 
supported  by  the  evidence,  your  office  dismissed  the  contest  on  the 
ground  that  the  contestant  was  tenant  at  will  of  the  entrymau  and 
consequently  could  not  initiate  a  contest.  For  this  you  cite  no 
authority  and  none  can  be  found. 

Admitting  that  the  contestant  was  tenant  at  will  of  the  entrymau, 
which  is  disputed,  that  would  not  prevent  hiui  from  bringing  a  con- 
test against  the  entry.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  the  Depart- 
ment that  any  i)er8on  may  contest  a  homestead  entry.  In  Mitchell  v. 
Salen,  16  L.  D.,  403,  it  was  held  that  a  minor  was  not  disqualified 
as  a  contestant,  and  in  Spitz  v,  Bodey,  17  L.  D.,  503,  that  an  alien 
was  comx)etent  to  initiate  a  contest. 

For  these  reasons,  your  office  decision  is  reversed  and  you  are 
directed  to  cause  said  entry  to  be  canceled. 


ACCOUNTS— SECTION  8,  ACT  OF  JJJZ.Y  31,  1894. 

Gilbert  M.  Ward.  v 

By  the  provisions  of  section  8,  act  of  .July  31,  1894,  the  acceptance  of  payment, 
under  settlement  of  an  account  by  an  anditor  without  the  suspension  of  any 
item  therein,  precludes  the  revision  of  the  same. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

14, 1896.  (W.  M.  B.) 

I  have  considered  the  apx>eal  by  Gilbert  M.  Ward  from  your  office 
decisions  of  January  30,  and  March  27, 1895,  wherein  the  two  accounts 
presented  by  the  said  Ward,  the  one  for  surveys  executed  by  him  in  T. 
13  N.,  R.  6  W.,  the  other  for  surveys  T.  21  N.,  K.  9  W.,  State  of  Wash- 
ington, under  contract  No.  341,  executed  June  10,  1890,  aggregating 
$1,942.38,  were  a(^usted  and  reduced  by  your  office  to  the  sum  of 
81,644.84  aud  so  audited  and  certified  for  payment  by  the  Auditor  for 
the  Department  of  the  Interior;  draft  being  issued  for  said  amount  of 
$1,644.84  on  March  12, 1895,  in  favor  of  Ward,  by  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment; it  appearing  that  the  same  was  paid  on  the  25th  of  said  month 
and  year. 
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Bespecting  the  accounts  as  presented  and  adjusted  the  following  is  a 
correct  statement: 

Accouuto,  a8  presented,  for  snrvejs  in — 

T.  13N.,  R.  6W $1,082.83 

T.  21N.,  R.9W V 859.55 

$1, 942. 38 

Accounts,  as  adjusted,  for  surveys  in — 

T.  13N.,  R.  6W 1,082.83 

T.  21N.,  R.  9W 562.01 

1,644.84 

Balance  claimed  by  deputy 297.54 

In  adjusting  these  accounts  the  reduction  of  $297.54  made  in  the  one 
for  surveys  in  T.  21  N.,  R.  9  W.,  which  is  now  claimed  by  the  contract- 
ing deputy,  was  made  without  changing  or  suspending  any  item  of 
mileage  in  the  lines  run  and  marked  by  the  deputy,  the  said  reduction 
being  made  by  allowing  the  mileage  claimed  by  the  deputy,  but  dis- 
allowing the  maximum  rate  charged  for  the  subdivisioual  lines  in  T.  21 
N.,  B.  9  W.,  and  allowing  in  lieu  thereof  for  said  lines  the  minimum 
rates.  Such  adjustment,  it  appears,  was  made  upon  a  classification 
of  the  said  lines  in  accordance  with  the  intrinsic  evidence  furnished  by 
the  field  notes  sworn  to  and  returned  by  deputy  Ward, 

Germain  to  the  question  of  further  consideration  or  revision  of  these 
accounts — which  have  been  audited  and  settled  in  full,  as  audited, 
without  suspending  any  item  in  the  accounts  submitted — is  the  inhibi- 
tory provision  of  the  act  of  July  31,  1894  (28  Stat.,  208,  Sec.  8,  par.  3), 
in  words  following: 

Any  person  accepting  payment  under  a  settlement  by  an  auditx>r  shall  be  therebv 
precluded  from  obtaining  a  revision  of  such  settlement  as  to  any  items  upon  which 
payment  is  accepted:  but  nothing  in  this  act  shall  prevent  an  auditor  from  sus- 
pending items  in  an  account  in  order  to  obtain  further  evidence  or  explanations 
necessary  to  their  settlement. 

Appellant  having  accepted  payment  upon  the  settlement  made,  and 
said  settlement  having  been  made,  as  stated  above,  without  the  sus- 
pension of  an}'^  item  in  the  said  accounts,  appellant  cannot  obtain  a 
revision  of  the  same,  and  the  action  of  your  office  in  adjusting  these 
accounts  is  therefore  hereby  affirmed. 

The  disposition  of  this  matter  under  provision  of  the  act  of  July  31, 
1894,  as  herein  expressed,  makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider  or  pass 
upon  the  question  raised  in  the  appeal  with  respect  to  the  character  of 
land  over  which  the  lines  of  survey  passed. 
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HO>rESTEAI>— CHANGE  OF  ENTRY-IXTERVEXFNG  RIGHT. 

Cawood  V.  Dumas. 

The  right  to  a  change  of  entry  from  odo  tract  to  another  cannot  be  allowed  in  the 
presence  of  an  intervening  adverse  right,  even  though  the  applicant  may  have 
been  the  prior  settler  on  the  tract  thns  applied  for. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  L  H.)  i4,  1896.  (G.  C.  E.) 

The  case  of  Leander  O.  Cawood  v.  Mathes  Dumas,  involving  the 
latter's  homestead  entry,  made  September  28, 1891,  for  the  KE.  J  (not 
SW.  J,  as  you  have  it,)  of  Sec.  22,  T.  15  N.,  E.  1  E.,  Guthrie,  Oklahoma, 
is  before  me  on  the  appeal  of  Dumas  from  your  ofQce  decision  of  Jan 
uary  10, 1895,  holding  his  entry  for  cancellation  and  allowing  Cawood 
to  amend  his  entry  so  as  to  include  said  tract. 

On  September  25, 1891,  Leander  C.  Cawood  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  15  (not  Sec.  10),  T.  15  K.,  R.  1  E.,  same  district; 
this  tract  lies  one  mile  north  of  the  tract  subsequently  entered  by 
Dumas,  an<l  Cawood  applied  to  amend  his  enti'y  for  the  tract  last 
described  to  that  embraced  in  the  entry  made  by  Dumas. 

On  October  12, 1891,  Cawood  filed  his  application  in  the  local  office 
to  amend  his  entry  in  the  particular  above  described,  alleging  that  he 
had  settled  on  the  tract  on  the  afternoon  of  April  22, 1891  (day  of 
opening),  with  the  intention  of  making  the  same  hjs  home,  etc.  The 
register  and  receiver  recommended  that  a  hearing  be  ordered.  Your 
office,  on  July  30,  1892,  found  that  Cawood 

satisfactorily  shows  that  a  mistake  was  made  through  no  fault  of  his  in  attempt- 
ing to  describe  the  land  claimed  by  virtue  of  settlement,  made  September  22, 
1891.  As  Mr.  Dumas  does  not  allege  prior  settlement  in  his  homestead  entry,  yon 
will  call  upon  him  to  show  cause  within  thirty  days  why  his  entry  No.  8203  (describ- 
ing the  land),  made  September  28,  1891,  should  not  be  canceled  and  Mr.  Cawood 
allowed  to  amend  his  entry  No.  7949  to  said  tract. 

In  pursuance  of  said  instructions  a  hearing  was  had;  the  issue  upon 
which  evidence  was  taken  was  as  to  which  of  the  two,  Dumas  or 
Cawood,  first  settled  upon  the  laud.  Both  swore  that  they  settled  on 
the  land  on  the  afternoon  of  April  22, 1891 ;  that  each  proceeded  with 
all  possible  haste  to  the  land  from  a  point  about  three  and  a  half  miles 
west  of  the  same;  that  although  each  was  over  nearly  all  parts  of  the 
land  that  afternoon,  and  each  made  settlement  and  iujprovements 
capable  of  being  readily  observed,  yet  neither  one  saw  the  other;  both 
of  them  introduced  witnesses,  substantially  corroborating  their  state- 
ments, and  none  of  the  witnesses  on  either  side  knew  of  any  settlement 
or  saw  any  improvements,  except  those  made  by  the  one  for  whom 
they  respectively  testified.  Dumas  and  his  witnesses  are  quite  certain 
that  no  one  settled  on  the  land  that  afternoon  except  Dumas  himself; 
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aud  Cawood  and  bis  witnesses  give  like  testimony  as  to  Cawood's  sole 
l)roprietorship. 

Dumas,  aged  sixty-four  years,  and  somewliat  bandieHi)i>ed  with  liifj:- 
gage,  went  from  the  border  bne,  the  full  distance  of  nearly  four  miles, 
to  the  land  on  foot;  while  Cawood  traveled  about  the  same  distance  in 
a  wagon  drawn  by  horses.  Since  etvch  is  alleged  to  have  started  at  the 
same  time,  the  local  officers  found  that  Cawood,  with  his  team,  traveled 
faster  than  Dumas  on  foot,  and  consequently  reached  the  land  first, 
and  was  thus  the  prior  settler. 

Upon  this  finding  the  register  and  receiver  recommended  that  Cawood 
be  i)ermitted  to  amend  his  entry  to  cover  the  tract,  and  that  Dumas's 
entry  thereof  be  canceled.  The  decision  appealed  from  sustained  that 
finding,  and  from  it  deduces  the  conclusion  that  Cawood  should  be 
allowed  to  amend  his  entry. 

Both  Dumas  and  Cawood  appear  to  have  resided  on  the  land  to  date 
of  hearing.  Assuming  that  the  facts  are  correctly  given  by  your  ofliee 
and  the  local  office,  do  these  facts  justify  the  judgment  ap^iealed  from  ? 
I  think  not. 

Section  2372  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that  in  case  of  an  entry 
of  a  tract  of  land  not  intended  to  be  entered,  the  purchaser  of  the  land 
or  his  legal  representative  may  upon  proper  showing,  supported  by  cor- 
roborating testimony,  be  allowed  to  make  entry  of  the  tract  originally 
intended  to  be  taken;  but  in  all  buch  cases  it  must  be  shown  by  tbe 
testimony  of  the  applicant  himself,  ^^  with  such  additional  evidence  as 
can  be  procured,"  how  the  mistake  occurred,  and  that  every  reasonable 
precaution  and  exertion  had  been  used  to  avoid  the  error,  and  this 
showing  must  be  satisfactory  to  your  office;  and  if  the  tract  be  then 
**  unsold,-'  the  change  may  be  made,  and  **if  sold,  to  any  other  tract 
liable  to  entry,"  but  in  no  case  "shall  anything  herein  contained  affect 
the  right  of  third  persons." 

In  case  of  a  bona  fide  mistake  made  by  one  exercising  ordinary  care 
and  prudence,  and  in  the  absence  of  an  intervening  adverse  right,  the 
land  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  claimant  may  be  substituted  for  the 
tract  mistakenly  filed  upon  or  entered.  Cowen  r.  Asher,  G  L.  D.,  785; 
A.  J.  Slootskey,  idem,  505. 

In  the  case  of  Xoyes  r.  Beebe,  IG  L.  D.,  313,  it  was  held  that  a  change 
of  entry  from  one  tract  to  another 

oau  uot  be  allowed  when  the  lands  desired  have  been  iiled  upon  or  entered  by  another 
party  before  the  application  to  change  is  made.  It  is  only  in  the  absence  of  inter- 
vening adverse  rights  that  the  lands  intended  to  be  taken  may  be  substituted  for 
those  mistakenly  filed  upon  or  entered. 

When  on  September  28, 1891,  Dumas  entered  the  land,  the  recorfs 
not  only  showed  the  same  subject  to  entry,  but  they  also  showed  that 
Cawood  had  entered  another  tract  three  days  before.  Cawood  may 
have  preceded  Dumas  to  the  land  and  settled  first,  but  he  did  not  fol- 
low up  his  settlement  with  an  entry,  but  entered  another  tract.    He 
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may  have  made  an  honest  mistake  when  he  afterwards  went  to  make 
entry,  but  unfortunately  it  was  his  own  mistake,  and  he  alone  must 
suffer  the  consequences.  Neither  the  statute  quoted  nor  the  decisions 
of  this  Department  will  permit  him  f-o  amend  his  entry,  when  to  do  so, 
the  land  in  question  would  be  taken  from  another  whose  entry  was 
subsequently  made,  and  that,  too,  when  the  records  showed  the  appli- 
cant had  entered  another  and  different  tract. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed.    Dumas's  entry  will  remain 
intact,  subject  to  compliance  with  law. 


Fred  G.  Wagner. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  2*    1895, 
21  L.  D.,  556,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  May  14, 1896. 


railroad  lands-section  6,  act  of  march  8,  1887, 
Gasper  et  al.  v.  St.  Louis  River  Water  Power  Co. 

The  purchase  by  a  corporation  of  railroad  lands  to  which  the  title  fails  brings  such 
corporation  within  the  remedial  provisions  of  section  5,  act  of  March  3,  1887. 

The  provisions  of  said  section  were  intended  to  protect  those  who  had  purchased 
lands  under  a  belief  that  the  title  under  the  railroad  grant  was  good,  and  are 
alike  applicable  to  lands  within  the  primary  and  indemnity  limits. 

The  second  proviso  in  said  section  applies  only  to  lands,  which  at  the  date  of  the 
act  had  been  settled  upon  after  December  1.  1882,  by  persons  claiming  in  good 
faith,  in  ignorance  of  the  rights  or  equities  of  others. 

Secretary  Smitu  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

U,  1896.  (A.  E.) 

The  record  in  this  cause  shows  that  ou  February  13, 1891,  the  St. 
Louis  River  Water  Power  Company  applied  to  make  entry  of  lots  1, 2, 
3,  and  4,  of  Sec.  7,  T.  48,  R.  15  W.,  Ashland,  Wisconsin,  under- the  5th 
section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  and  gave  due  notice  of  its  inten- 
tion to  submit  proof  on  March  30,  1891,  in  support  of  its  application. 
On  the  day  appointed  proof  was  submitted  by  the  company,  and 
W^illiam  Ray  Durfee,  Charles  Gasper  and  Richard  Latta  appeared  and 
protested  against  the  allowance  of  the  company's  application. 

The  local  office,  however,  approved  the  proof  submitted  and  recom- 
mended that  the  applicant  be  allowed  to  purchase  and  receive  patent. 
From  this  Gasper  and  Latta  appealed. 

On  February  13,  1893,  your  office  considering  this  appeal  affirmed 
the  action  of  the  local  office,  and  decided  that  the  company  should  be 
allowed  to  make  entry  of  said  tracts.  From  this  the  protestant  Latta 
ap]>ealed  to  this  Department. 
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The  record  shows  that  the  land  involved  in  this  controversy  lies  out- 
side of  the  ten  mile  limits  of  the  grant  to  what  afterwards  became  the 
€hicago,  St.  Panl^  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Bailroad  Company,  bat 
within  the  limits  of  the  fifteen  mile  indemnitv^  withdrawal.  That  on 
Angast  15, 18S4,  the  same  was  purchased  by  Jay  Cooke,  of  Phihidelphia, 
Pennsylvania,  from  said  railroad  comi>any.  That  by  deed,  dated  Feb- 
rnary  20, 1890,  said  Cooke  conveyed  to  said  St.  IjouIs  Water  Power 
Company  the  land  in  controversy.  The  proof  made  by  the  Water 
Power  Company  disclosed  the  fact  that  said  Cooke  made  said  purchase 
for  said  company,  and  not  in  his  own  individual  behalf. 

In  assigning  errors  the  appellant  contends  that  your  office  erred  in 
holding  that  a  corporation  is  a  person  qualified  to  purchase  under  said 
act  of  March  3, 1887 ;  in  concluding  that  surplus  indemnity  lauds  are 
or  can  be  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant;  in  concludiug  that 
one  who  enters  upon  lauds  as  a  settler  subsequent  to  March  3, 1887, 
and  prior  to  the  application  to  purchase  under  section  5  of  said  act,  is 
not  protet^ted  by  the  second  proviso  of  said  section  5;  in  holding  that 
the  settlers  had  no  standing  before  the  Department,  and  in  not  holding 
that  the  land  is  subject  to  settlement  and  entry  at  the  time  the  prot- 
estants  went  upon  the  same. 

It  has  long  been  established  both  in  this  country  and  in  England  that 
a  remedial  statute  will  be  so  construed  that  those  who  are  within  the 
mischief  shall  be  considered  entitled  to  the  remedy,  though  not  men- 
tioned  in  the  law.  In  other  words,  that  the  remedy  of  a  statute  must 
by  construction  be  extended  to  all  that  appear  by  the  conditions  to  be 
■  aggrieved. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  it  is  admitted  that  the  purchase  from 
the  railroad  company  by  Jay  Cooke  was  in  reality  the  purchase  by  the 
corporation.  The  purchase  by  this  corporation  of  these  lands  sold  to 
it  through  Cooke  by  the  railroad  company  as  part  of  the  latter's  grant 
places  the  Water  Power  Company  within  the  mischief  contemplated  by 
the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  1887;  hence,  it  is  entitled  to  the  remedy 
given  by  the  act,  without  regard  to  whether  it  be  expressly  named  in 
said  act  or  not.  See  Telford  et  al.  r.  Keystone  Lumber  Company,  on 
review  (19  L.  D.,  141). 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  being  remedial  in  its 
character,  was  intended  to  protect  those  who  had  purchased  lands 
under  a  belief  that  the  vendor  had  good  title  to  the  same.  It  has  been 
held  by  this  Department  that  the  statute  referred  to  related  to  any  and 
all  lands,  whether  within  the  primary  or  indemnity  limits,  which  the 
railroad  company  had  sold,  representing  them  to  be  i)art  of  its  grant. 

The  second  proviso  in  section  5  act  of  March  3,  1887,  applies  only  to 
the  case  of  lands,  which  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  had  been 
settled  upon  after  December  1, 18vS2,  by  parties  claiming  in  good  faith 
a  right  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settlement  laws,  in  ignorance  of  the 
rights  or  equities  of  others  in  the  premises.    (11  L.  D.,  (>07.) 
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As  tbe  said  protestant  did  not  settle  upon  the  land  prior  to  March  3^ 
1887,  be  is  not  protected  by  the  proviso  and  is  entitled  to  ho  considera- 
tion by  reason  thereof. 

In  view  of  what  has  heretofore  been  said,  your  office  decree  in  tbi& 
case  is  affirmed,  and  the  applicant  will  be  allowed  to  make  the  purchase* 


SOLDIERS'  HOMESTEAI>— RESIDENCE— EQUITABLE  ACTION. 

James  P.  Root.  ^ 

A  8ol(lier*s  homesteatl  entry  made  in  good  faith  without  the  reqaisite  period  of  resi- 
dence, and  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  transferee,  may  be  equitably  confirmed^ 
where  it  appears  that  the  entryman  was  never  definitely  notified  as  to  the  true 
character  of  the  defect  in  his  entry,  aod  failed  to  secure  such  information  after 
due  inquiry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  U^  1896.  (J.  A.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  S.J  NE.  J,  and  E.  J  jS  W.  :^  of  Sec.  7, 
T.  9  N.,  K.  2  W.,  M.  D.  M.,  Marysville.  California,  land  district. 

Jnly  13, 1891,  James  P.  Eoot  made  homestead  entry  for  said  tract 
under  Sec.  2305  B.  S.,  accompanying  his  application  with  a  certificate 
from  the  Adjutant  General  of  California,  showing  military  service  in 
tbe  army  from  November  4, 1864,  to  April  13, 1866.  The  register  wrote 
tbe  following  words  across  the  face  of  the  homestead  application: 
"Claims  settlement  Sept.  1890.  Act  8  June,  1872.  Service  3  years  5 
mo8. 14  days." 

Ai>ril  4,  1893,  Boot  made  final  proof  showing  residence  on  the  land 
for  two  years,  six  months,  and  twenty-eight  days.  It  will  be  observed 
that  the  entryman's  military  service  was  for  a  period  of  one  year  five 
mouths,  and  nine  days,  and  that  his  term  of  residence  and  military 
service  combined  amount  to  only  four  years  and  seven  days,  instead  of 
five  years,  tbe  required  period.  The  local  officers,  however,  issued  final 
certificate  to  him  under  their  erroneous  calculation  as  to^tbe  term  of  his 
military  service. 

Your  office  on  February  13, 1894,  advised  tbe  local  officers,  stating 
tbe  facts  in  full  and  directing  them  to  notify  tbe  entryman  that  he  will 
be  allowed  to  submit  supplemental  proof,  without  re-advertising,  when 
ue  can  show  such  continued  residence  upon  tbe  land,  as  will  with  the 
time  of  his  residence  and  military  service  shown  by  his  proof,  amount 
to  the  lull  period  of  five  years. 

The  local  officers,  instead  of  advising  the  entryman  fully  of  the  con- 
tents of  said  letter,  notified  him,  on  March  6, 1894,  that  your  office  re- 
quires him  to  make  sux)plemental  proof  showing  continuous  residence 
on  tbe  land  for  one  year  after  making  final  proof. 

This  notice  was  very  unsatisfactory.  The  entryman  replied  under 
date  of  March  12, 1894,  stating  that  the  Adjutant  General's  certificate, 
filed  with  his  homestead  application,  shows  his  military  service  to  be 
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for  two  years,  five  months  and  fourteen  days,  and  that  his  final  proof 
fihows  residence  on  the  laud  for  two  years  and  seven  months,  making 
the  five  years  of  military  service  and  residence  required.  He  therefore 
requested  to  be  advised  in  what  respect  his  final  proof  is  insufficient, 
and  for  what  reason  he  is  required  to  make  supplemental  proof.  Ou 
the  same  day  he  wrote  a  letter  to  the  attorney  whom  he  had  engaged 
to  attend  to  the  submission  of  his  final  proof.  Informing  him  of  the 
notice  he  had  received,  and  requesting  him  to  investigate  the  matter 
and  ascertain  if  any  mistake  was  made  in  the  final  proof.  The  attorney 
took  no  action  in  the  matter  further  than  to  file  the  letter  in  the  local 
office.  March  18, 1894,  G.  W,  Scott,  the  entryman's  transferee,  wrote 
to  the  local  officers,  advising  them  that  Root  claims  to  have  served  in 
the  army  for  two  yeai-s,  five  months  and  fourteen  days,  as  evidenced  by 
the  Adjutant  GeneraFs  certificate. ,  In  said  letter  Scott  requested  the 
local  officers  in  Soot's  behalf,  to  write  to  Root  giving  him  detailed  infor- 
mation, showing  wherein  the  final  proof  is  defective.  March  26, 1804, 
Root  again  wrote  to  the  local  officers,  stating  that  he  had  filed  the  Ad- 
jutant General's  certificate  in  their  office,  and  requesting  its  return  to 
him.  April  3,  1894,  Scott  wrote  another  letter,  informing  the  local 
officers  that  he  had  bought  the  land  from  Root,  that  Root  lived  on  the 
land  only  four  months  after  making  final  proof,  and  that  he  claims  to 
have  served  in  the  army  for  two  years,  five  months  and  fourteen  days. 
He  therefore  requested  them  to  give  him  explicit  information  about  tbe 
matter.  April  22, 1894,  Scott  transmitted  to  the  local  officers  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  Adjutant  General  of  California,  dated  April  21, 1894,  show- 
ing the  time  of  Root's  military  service  to  be  one  year,  five  months  and 
nine  days.  In  his  accomj)auying  letter  Scott  stated  that  Root  thouglit 
he  had  served  in  the  army  for  two  years,  because  he  was  enrolled  in 
1864  and  mustered  out  in  1866. 

To  the  inquiries  of  Root  and  of  Scott  in  his  behalf,  and  to  the  en- 
quiry of  Scott  in  his  own  behalf,  the  local  officers  made  no  reply.  May 
18, 1894,  the  register  transmitted  the  letters  written  by  Root  and  Scott 
to  your  office,  and  reported  as  follows : 

lu  complying  with  requirements  contained  iu  your  letter  "C"  of  February  18, 
1894,  in  the  matter  of  ''final  proof  of  James  P.  Root,  I  have  the  honor  to  report, 
that  after  oonftidorable  delay  and  correspondence  I  have  sncceeded  in  procuring  a 
copy  of  the  "Honorable  Discharge"  of  said  James  P.  Root,  together  with  some  of 
the  correspondence  which  I  have  taken  the  liberty  of  transraittiug  for  your  further 
action  in  the  matter,  as  it  is  left  in  a  very  unsettled  state. 

It  will  be  observed  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  local  officers  to 
procure  a  copy  of  the  honorable  discharge  (the  certificate  of  the  Adju- 
tant General  of  California,  filed  by  Scott);  that  the  same  was  not  pro- 
cured through  any  effort  ou  their  part,  and  that  they  should  liave 
answered  Root's  inquiries,  instead  of  transmitting  the  letters  written 
by  him  and  Scott  to  your  office. 

June  20, 1894,  your  office  directed  the  local  officers  to  advise  the 
parties  in  interest  that  they  will  be  allowed  thirty  days  &om  receipt  of 
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notice  within  which  to  show  cause  why  said  final  homestead  entry 
should  not  be  canceled  for  noncompliance  with  the  homestead  law  as 
to  residence  and  cultivation. 

December  7th,  1894,  the  local  oiticers  transmitted  evidence  of  service 
of  notice  by  mailing  a  registered  letter  to  Koot,  at  his  last  known 
address,  on  October  11, 1894,  which  letter  was  returned  unclaimed  with 
the  postmaster's  endorsement  **removed  and  address  unknown."  June 
19, 1895,  your  office  held  the  entry  for  cancellation.  February  16, 1895, 
iScott  filed  a  petition  alleging  under  oath  that  he  purchased  the  land 
from  Koot  on  April  17, 1893.  He  therefore  prayed  that  said  decision  of 
June  19, 1895,  be  set  aside  and  that  he  be  allowed  to  prove  that  he  pur- 
chased the  land  and  that  thereupon  patent  issue  to  him.  In  a  separate 
letter  filed  on  the  same  day  Scott's  attorney  requested  that  in  case  of 
denial  of  the  petition  the  entryman's  final  proof  be  referred  to  the  board 
of  equitable  adjudication.  May  6th,  1895,  your  office  denied  the  peti- 
tion, and  declined  to  refer  the  proof  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudica- 
tion on  the  holding  that  transferee  could  acquire  no  greater  rights  than 
the  cntryman  had.  Scott's  appeal  from  said  decision  brings  the  case 
before  me  for  consideration.  It  must  be  presumed  that  entryman  made 
his  final  proof  on  Ai>ril  4, 1893,  in  good  faith.  In  his  petition  Scott  states 
that  he  purchased  the  land  without  notice  of  the  defect,  April  17, 1893. 
From  the  circumstances  in  the  case  it  is  reasonable  to  believe  that  he 
purchased  the  land  in  good  faith.  The  letters  above  referred  to  indi- 
cate that  the  entryman  was  perplexed  by  the  meager  notice  to  offer 
supplemental  proof,  given  by  the  local  officers  March  6,  1894. 

He  earnestly  requested  to  be  informed  in  what  particular  his  final 
proof  is  insufficient,  and  for  what  reason  he  was  required  to  make  sup- 
plemental proof,  and  should  have  been  given  the  desired  information. 
While  it  is  probable  that  Scott  notified  the  entryman  of  the  time  of  his 
military  service  as  shown  by  the  certificate  he  had  procured  April  21, 
1894,  from  the  Adjutant  General  of  California,  the  presumption  does 
not  warrant  the  finding  that  he  did  notify  him.  The  mere  notice  to 
the  entryman  to  make  supplemental  proof  showing  residence  on  the 
land  for  one  year  after  making  final  proof,  was  not  sufficient.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  record  to  show  that  he  ever  found  out  why  he  was 
required  to  make  supplemental  proof.  In  view  of  that  fact  your  office 
erred  in  requiring  him  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be 
canceled. 

It  would  be  improper  for  the  government,  after  the  lapse  of  three 
years  from  the  date  of  final  proof,  to  undertake  to  ascertain  the  entry- 
man's  address,  and  it  would  be  inequitable,  in  view  of  the  treatment 
he  has  received  at  the  hands  of  the  local  officers,  to  require  him  at  this 
late  day  to  make  supplemental  proof,  or  submit  to  the  cancellation  of 
the  entry. 

The  appellant's  request  that  the  final  proof  be  submitted  to  the  board 
of  equitable  adjudication  is  therefore  granted. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  reversed. 
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JUDICIAI^  PROCEEDING—FINDrNG   OF  FACT— JVI>GMKXT. 

ViDAL  V.  Bennis  (On  Review). 

A  finding  of  fact  in  a  judicial  proceeding  can  not  be  accepted  by  the  Department  as  an 
adjudication  where  snch  fact  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in  issne  or  embraced 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

14,  1896.  (E.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  S.  i  of  the  SE.  i  and  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  \  of 
Sec.  25,  T.  17  S.,  E.  1  W.,  Los  Angeles  land  district,  California,  and  is 
before  the  Department  u])on  motion  for  review  by  Margaret  Bennis,  of 
departmental  decision  of  February  10,  1896  (22  L.  D.,  124),  in  which, 
among  other  things,  it  was  decided  that  as  between  Margaret  Bennis 
of  New  York  City,  New  York,  and  Jane  Bennis  of  California,  the 
Department  would  recognize  the  latter  as  tlie  true  widow  of  Spiro 
Bennis,  the  deceased  entryman,  it  having  appeared  from  the  record 
that  Jane  Bennis  was  married  to  Spiro  Bennis,  May  31, 1890,  and  that 
she  ''continued  to  live  with  the  entryman,  Bennis,  up  to  the  time  of 
his  death  on  the  12th  day  of  August,  1892;  that  prior  to  1871,  while  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  Spiro  Bennis  was  married  to  Margaret  Bemiis; 
that  in  that  year  he  removed  to  California  and  his  wife  refused  to 
accompany  him;  that  he  had  not  seen  his  former  wife  for  over  twenty 
years,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death  had  not  heard  from  her  for  seven- 
teen years  and  believed  her  to  be  dead;  that  this  statement  was  made 
by  her  husband  after  he  had  been  informed  by  the  attending  physician 
that  he  was  about  to  die,  and  about  twelve  hours  prior  to  his  death/ 

In  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  California  civil  code.  Section  VL, 
which  declares  a  subsequent  marriage  to  be  illegal  and  void  save  where 
'*(1)  the  former  marriage  has  been  annulled  or  dissolved'^;  or  ^'(2) 
unless  such  former  husband  or  wife  was  absent,  was  not  known  to  such 
person  to  be  living  for  the  space  of  five  successive  years  immediately 
preceding  such  subsequent  marriage,  or  was  generally  reputed  and  was 
believed  by  such  person  to  be  dead  at  the  time  such  subsequent  marriajre 
was  contracted;  in  either  of  Avhich  cases  the  subsequent  marriage  is 
valid  until  its  nullity  is  adjudged  by  a  competent  tribunal,"  it  was 
held  that  such  subsequent  marriage  would  be  recognized  '*  until  its 
nullity  is  adjudged  by  a  competent  tribunal." 

The  motion  for  review  raises,  in  effect,  two  questions:  First,  that 
the  judgment  heretofore  rendered,  and  which  is  now  about  to  be 
reviewed,  was  based  upon  ex  parte  evidence;  that  the  same  should 
have  been  remanded  for  the  taking  of  testimony  in  order  that  tbe 
Department  might  intelligently  pass  upon  the  question  of  who  was 
the  widow  of  Spiro  Bennis  within  the  meaning  of  the  homestead  law; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  alleged  marriage  has  been  annulled  by  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  wit,  the  Superior  Court  in  and  for  San 
Diego  county. 
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This  Department  is  without  authority  to  order  a  hearing  to  deter- 
mine  the  question  first  raised  by  the  movant.  Such  issues  are  left  for 
the  ccrnrts,  where  the  rights  of  parties  can  best  be  asserted. 

In  support  of  the  other  ground  of  error  raised,  a  certified  copy  of 
the  judgment  of  the  court  is  furnished. 

IX   THB  SUPBRIOR  COURT  OF  THE  COUNTY  OF  SaN  DIEGO,    STATK   OF  CALIFORNIA. 

In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  Spiro  Bennis,  deceased. 

This  canee  came  on  regularly  for  bearing  on  this  20th  day  of  Febmary,  1895,  npon 
the  petition  of  Jane  Bennis  for  the  probate  of  the  alleged  last  will  and  testament  of 
Spiro  Bennifi,  deeeased,  and  the  gronnds  of  opposition  to  the  probate  of  said  ''  will'' 
filed  by  Margaret  Bennis  and  Marto  Bennis. 

Wm.  Unmphrey,  £xiv  appearing  for  proponent,  Jane  Bennis,  and  Messrs.  Sweety 
Sloane  and  Kirby  and  J.  M.  Robinson,  Esq.,  appearing  as  counsel  for  contestants 
and  the  court  having  heard  the  proofs  of  the  respective  parties  and  considered  the 
same  and  the  records  and  papers  in  the  case  and  the  arguments  of  the  respective 
attorneys  thereon  and  the  cause  having  been  submitted  to  the  court  for  its  decision, 
the  conrt  now  finds  the  following  facts : 

I. 

That  at  the  time  of  signing  the  instrument  filed  herein  by  the  said  proponent  Jane 
Bennis  alleged,  in  her  petition  to  be  the  "last  will  and  testament''  of  Spiro  Bennis, 
deoeased;  the  said  Spiro  Bennis  was  not  of  sound  and  disposing  mind. 

II. 

That  said  alleged  will  was  not  signed  by  any  person  as  a  witness  at  the  request  of 
said  Spiro  Bennis  and  that  the  said  Spiro  Bennis  did  not  request  any  person  whomr 
soever  to  be  a  witness  of  the  execution  or  signing  of  said  instrument  by  him. 

III. 

That  said  Spiro  Bennis  did  not  at  the  time  of  subscribing  his  name  to  said  instru- 
ment or  at  any  other  time  publish  or  declare  the  instrument  to  be  his  last  will. 

IV. 

That  said  Spiro  Bennis  never  acknowledged  the  said  instrument  to  be  his  last 

"will"  or  testament. 

V. 

That  the  said  petitioner,  Jane  Bennis,  was  never  the  lawful  wife  of  the  said  Spiro 

Bennis. 

VI. 

That  said  contestant,  Margaret  Bennis,  and  said  Spiro  Bennis  were  on  the  25th 
day  of  January,  1868,  married,  and  from  that  time  to  the  death  of  the  sMd  Spiro 
Bennis  wexe  husband  and  wife  fcnd  that  she  is  now  the  widow  of  said  Spiro  Bennis, 
deceased. 

From  the  above  facta  the  Court  finds  the  following  conclusions  of  law : 

I. 
That  the  said  Spiro  Bennis  was  incompetent  to  make  a  will. 

II. 
That  said  alleged  will  was  not  duly  executed  and  attested. 

III. 
That  said  alleged  will  was  invalid. 
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IV. 

That  said  Spiro  Bennis  died  intestate. 

And  the  court  further  finds  that  the  aforesaid  instrument  filed  herein  and  alleged 
ID  said  petition  to  be  the  last  will  of  Spiro  Bennis,  deceased,  be  not  admitted  to  pro- 
bate, and  that  the  probate  thereof  be  and  the  same  is  refused  and  denied,  and  the 
contestants  Margaret  Bennis  and  Marco  Bennis,  are  entitled  to  have  and  recover  of 
joid  from  the  said  Jane  Bennis  the  sum  of  their  costs  in  said  action. 

The  issue  joined  here  was  whether  a  certain  written  instrument  alleged 
to  be  the  will  of  Spiro  Bennis,  deceased,  was  entitled  to  probate  as 
such,  and  upon  this  issue  thus  joined,  the  court  found,  among  other 
sufficient  reasons  for  rejecting  it,  that  the  said  Spiro  Bennis  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  alleged  will,  was  not  of  sound  and  disposing 
mind,  which  finding  was  conclusive  of  the  question  at  issue. 

It  is  true  that  in  the  fifth  finding  of  &k;t  by  the  court,  it  is  found  that 
Jane  Bennis  was  never  the  lawful  wife  of  Spiro  Bennis,  and  in  the  sixth 
finding  ot  fact  that  Margaret  Bennis  is  the  widow  of  the  deceased 
eutryman,  but  these  questions  were  not  before  the  court,  or  at  least  are 
not  shown  to  have  been  by  any  pai)ers  filed  with  the  motion  for  review. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  petitioner  to  have  shown  that  these  questions 
were  properly  before  tlie  court  and  to  have  pleaded  a  special  statute, 
if  any  existed,  upon  which  she  relied.  In  the  judgment  of  the  court  the 
question  of  who  was  the  legal  widow  of  the  entrymau  was  not  adjudged. 
In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  such  judicial  determination,  the  motion 
for  review  is  dismissed,  and  the  former  decision  of  the  Department  is 
adhered  to  and  affirmed. 


hom£sti:ai>-ai>joixing  farm  extrt— equxtable  ownership. 

Peibge  v.  Snow. 

An  adjoining  farm  entry,  under  section  2289  K.  S.,  may  be  properly  based  upon  the 
equitable  ownership  of  an  adjacent  tract. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

14, 1896.  (E.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  E.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  4,  T.  33  N.,  R.  24  W., 
St.  Cloud  land  district,  Minnesota. 

The  record  shows  that  on  August  22, 1888,  Charles  B.  Snow  made 
adjoining  farm  homestead  entry  for  the  above  described  tract. 

July  23, 1894,  Edward  C.  Peirce  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  alleging 
that  the  eutryman  had  never  settled  upon  the  land  and  was  not  the 
owner  of  any  adjoining  land. 

Testimony  having  been  submitted  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  at 
Oak  Grove,  Anoka  County,  Minnesota,  September  15,  1894,  and  a 
hearing  having  been  had  before  the  local  officers  September  24, 1894, 
on  October  4, 1894,  they  rendered  their  decision  in  which  they  recom- 
mended that  the  entry  be  canceled,  holding  that  Snow  was  not  the 
■owner  of  the  land  he  alleged  to  own,  to  wit,  the  W.  J  of  the  K\V.  J  of 
8ec.  3,  same  township  and  range. 
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XTpou  appeal,  your  office  decision  of  March  21, 1895,  reversed  the 
action  of  the  local  officers. 

The  evidence  shows  that  one  Stowell  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
St.  Panl,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  railway  company  for  the  purchase 
of  the  W.  ^  of  said  section,  and  subsequently  in  1887  assigned  his 
right  and  title  to  the  defendant.  Snow,  who  went  into  possession  of  the 
land  and  who  has  continuously  resided  thereon  ever  since  and  improved 
the  said  tract,  together  with  the  land  in  controversy,  by  building  a 
house,  barn  and  stable  upon  the  land  so  purchased,  and  has  cultivated 
a  i>oi'tion  of  the  adjoining  farm. 

This  entry  was  made  under  section  2289  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
which  provides  in  part 

And  every  person  owning  and  residing  on  laud  may,  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  enter  other  lands  lying  contiguous  to  his  land,  which  shall  not,  with  the 
laud  so  already  owned  and  occupied,  exceed  in  the  aggregate  one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres. 

There  is  contained  in  the  record  the  affidavit  of  certain  officers  of 
the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  railway  company  in  which  it 
is  set  out  that  the  W.  J  of  NW.  J  of  section  3,  was  owned  by  the  rail- 
way company  on  April  19, 1883;  that  on  that  day  the  company  sold 
the  SW.  i  I^W.  4,  Sec.  3,  to  James  H.  Stowell;  that  on  June  3, 1884, 
the  ]S'W.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  3,  was  also  sold  to  Stowell,  who,  on 
January  22, 1887,  assigned  both  contracts  to  purchase  to  the  defendants 
herein  and  that  on  March  11, 1893,  Snow  having  made  default  in  pay- 
ments, the  contracts  were  canceled  by  the  railway  company. 

This  testimony  was  objected  to  at  the  time,  as  incompetent,  and 
irrelevant.  The  evidence  is  exparUj  the  testimony  of  the  affiants  was 
not  taken,  and  it  is  not  the  best  evidence  of  the  facts  it  seeks  to 
establish. 

There  is  no  question  about  the  residence  of  the  defendant  upon  the 
land  he  claims  to  own,  nor  is  there  any  dispute  about  his  cultivation 
and  improvement  of  the  tract  covered  by  his  adjoining  homestead 
entry.  The  only  question  is  that  of  ownership  under  section  2289  of 
the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  evidence  in  this  case — as  distinguished  from  the  testimony — is 
not  of  the  most  satisfactory  or  conclusive  nature^ 

In  Cames  v.  Smith  (10  L.  D.,  100),  it  was  held  inter  alia,  (syllabus) — 

An  adjoining  farm  entry  under  section  2289  R.  S.,  may  be  properly  based  upon  the 
equitable  ownership  of  an  adjacent  tract;  and  resiOence  on  such  tract,  for  the 
period  of  five  years  after  such  entry,  warrants  the  submissiou  of  final  proof. 

And  in  Leitch  v.  Moen  (18  L.  D.,  397),  in  speaking  of  a  similar  ques- 
tion, it  was  held,  (syllabus) — 

A  fraudulent  deed  purporting  to  convey  a  tract  from  the  homesteader  to  his  son, 
"will  not  operate  to  relieve  the  entryman  from  the  statutory  disqualification  imposed 
upon  persons  that  own  more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land. 

Such  disqualification  also  extends  to  one  who  holds  lands  under  a  contract  of  pur- 
chase though  the  payments  thereunder  have  not  been  completed. 
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Beasoning  from  analogy,  that  case  becomes  conclasive  of  the  one  at 
bar.  Snow  was  in  possession  under  contract  with  the  railroad  company 
to  parcha8e.  Suppose  he  had  failed  to  make  the  payments  agreed 
npon,  in  view  of  his  peaceable  and  uninterrupted  possession,  it  would 
8eem  that  the  equitable  title  remained  in  him,  and  would  so  remain 
until  otherwise  determined  by  a  court  of  competent  jorisdictioD. 
However  that  may  be,  the  burden  of  proof  rested  upon  the  contestant 
in  this  case,  and  he  has  failed  to  produce  competent  testimony  to  sub- 
stantiate the  truth  of  his  allegations.  The  defendant  made  out  a 
prima  facie  showing  of  ownership,  which  has  not  been  overcome. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


SURVXTTED  LAN1>S-ABAXI>ONED  MLLITART  RESSBVATION. 

William  Ooppingeb  bt  al. 

In  the  case  of  a  military  reservation  established  on  surveyed  land,  where  the  cat- 
boundaries  do  not  coincide  with  the  lines  of  the  public  survey,  and  the  fractional 
portions  of  the  sections  lying  outside  of  the  reservation  are  thereafter  surveyed 
and  lotted,  the  complements  of  said  sections  within  the  reservation,  on  the  sab- 
sequent  abandonment  thereof,  remain  within  the  category  of  surveyed  lauds^ 
as  shown  by  the  two  plats  of  survey  which  should  be  taken  together  and  treated 
as  the  single  official  plat. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(J.  I.  H.)  i4, 1896.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

I  have  considered  the  consolidated  cases  of  William  Coppinger  and 
Elihu  Goppinger,  each,  against  the  United  States,  on  appeal  fitomyoar 
office  decision  of  Judo  1, 1895,  affirming  the  rejections  by  the  local 
office  at  Durango,  Colorado,  of  their  coal  declaratory  statements, 
offered  March  4, 1895;  that  of  the  former  being  for 

all  that  part  of  the  W.  \  8£.  i  Sec.  12,  and  that  part  of  SW.  i  Sec.  13,  lying  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  late  Fort  Lewis  military  reservation,  and  the  NW.  i  N£.  \ 
and  N£.  i  NW.  i  Sec.  13,  in  township  85  N.,  range  11  W.,  of  the  New  Mexico  P.  M., 

and  of  the  latter 

for  the  N£.  i  SW.  i,  S£.  i  NW.  i,  and  aU  that  part  of  NW.  i  SW.  i,  and  all  that 
part  of  W.  i  NW.  i  of  Sec.  12,  lying  within  the  boundaries  of  the  late  Fort  Lewis 
military  reservation 

said  township  and  range. 

The  local  office  rejected  these  coal  filings  on  the  same  day  they  were 
offered  on  the  same  grounds  in  each  case,  to  wit:  that 

the  laud  described  is  not  open  to  entry  under  the  coal  land  laws  being  a  part  of  the 
Fort  Lewis  military  reservation  established  by  executive  order  January  27,  1882, 
and  now  subject  to  disposal  only  under  act  of  July  5, 1884,  for  abandoned  military 
reservations,  and  the  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  not  yet  arranged  for  dis- 
posal thereof  under  said  act  of  Congress;  and  also  there  being  no  triplicate  plat  of 
said  land  on  file  in  this  (local)  office  describing  land  as  in  declaration. 
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Oil  api^eal  your  said  office  decision  properly  held  that  the  lands 
included  within  the  boundaries  of  what  was  formerly  the  said  reserva- 
tion (except  as  to  certain  sections  therein  not  involved  in  this  case) 
having  been  restored  to  the  public  domain,  and  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Department,  by  executive  order  of  February  12, 1895,  under  the 
act  of  July  5, 1884  (23  Stat.,  103),  the  coal  lands  therein  were  not  sub- 
ject to  disposal  under  said  act,  but  under  the  law  relating  to  coal  lauds 
(Sections  2347  to  2352,  inclusive,  Bevised  Statutes),  and  that  the  first 
ground  of  the  local  officers'  decision  was  therefore  error.  Your  said 
office  decision  also  properly  held  that  the  act  of  August  23, 1894  (28 
Stat.,  491),  did  not  apply  to  these  cases.  The  affirmance  by  your  office 
of  the  rejections  of  said  filings  by  the  local  office  is  on  the  ground  that 
declaratory  statements  under  the  coal  land  law  must  be  for  surveyed 
lands  only,  and  that  the  land  filed  upon  being  unsurveyed  and  unsub- 
divided  public  land  at  the  date  the  filings  were  offered,  was,  therefore, 
not  subject  to  appropriation  thereunder. 

What  has  already  been  said  by  me  herein  disposes  of  the  appeals  in 
these  cases,  except  as  to  the  contention  therein  that  your  office  erred 
in  holding  that  the  laud  was  unsurveyed  and  uusubdivided,  and  hence 
not  subject  to  appropriation  as  coal  land.  The  records  of  your  office 
show  that  said  land  is  all  within  sections  12  and  13,  T.25  X.,  R.  11  W., 
Colorado,  and  was  formerly  part  of  said  reservation,  established  as 
aforesaid ;  that  the  public  surveys  were  extended  over  this  entire  town- 
ship in  1880,  and  that  the  township  plat  thereof  was  filed  in  the  proper 
local  office  July  13, 1880;  and  that  the  boundaries  of  said  reservation 
within  said  township  not  conforming  to  the  subdivisional  lines  of  the 
public  survey  thereof,  and  thus  including  within  such  boundaries  por- 
tions only,  of  certain  quarter  sections,  among  which  were  portions  of 
quarter  sections  of  said  sections  12  and  13,  the  outboundaries  of  said 
reservation  within  said  township  were  surveyed,  and  the  township 
plat  thereof  was  filed  in  the  local  office  April  24, 1884. 

This  sarvey  and  plat  thereof  were  made  to  facilitate  the  appropria- 
tion and  entry  of  the  public  lands  in  said  township  on  the  outer  bor- 
ders of  said  reservation,  only.  All  of  the  portions  of  quarter  sections 
above  mentioned  lying  outside  of  the  reservation  were  lotted  and  prop- 
erly numbered,  and  their  respective  acreages  determined.  The  corre- 
si)ondiug  |)ortions  within  the  reservation,  as  indeed  is  true  of  all  the 
remaining  legal  subdivisions  of  the  township  within  the  reservation, 
were  not  shown  on  this  plat,  it  being  unnecessary  to  show  them  for 
the  obvious  reason  that  the  establishment  of  the  reservation  withdrew 
all  the  land  therein  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Land  Department,  and 
hence  from  appropriation  and  entry  under  the  public  land  laws. 

These  said  corresponding  portions,  though  not  then  lotted,  needed 
no  additional  survey  to  determine  their  position,  boundaries,  or  acre- 
age. They  were  the  complements  of  the  parts  of  the  quarter  sections 
lyins:  outside  the  reservation,  and  the  survey  of  the  latter  made  any 
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further  survey  within  the  reservation  lines  unnecessary.  The  original 
survey  and  subdivisional  lines  of  the  township  within  the  abandoned 
reservation  were  intact  when  said  filings  were  offered,  not  having  been 
affected  in  any  way  by  the  establishment  of  the  reservation  or  tbe 
said  survey  of  the  outboundaries  thereof.  The  township  within  tbe 
abandoned  reservation  was  all  surveyed  land,  and  hence  regarded 
as  legally  subdivided  at  that  time  in  contemplation  of  law.  The  plat 
of  the  original  survey  and  the  plat  of  the  said  survey  of  the  reserva- 
tion outboundaries,  both  on  file  in  the  local  office  when  said  filings 
were  offered,  were  to  be  taken  together,  and,  thus  taken,  constituted, 
as  it  were,  the  single  official  plat  of  the  township. 

It  was  error  to  determine  the  status  of  the  land,  or  any  part  thereof, 
covered  by  said  filings,  relative  to  its  classification  as  surveyed  or 
unsurveyed,  or  subdivided  or  unsubdivided,  as  your  office  has  done, 
according  to  the  showing  of  the  second  of  the  said  plats,  alone.  The 
descriptions  hereinbefore  quoted  from  said  filix^Sy  both  as  to  the  parts 
of  the  quarter  sections,  and  as  to  the  full  quarter  quarter  sections 
therein  indicated,  must  be  regarded,  in  view  of  the  record  herein,  and 
for  ])urposes  of  said  filings,  as  legal  subdivisions  within  the  meaning  of 
the  law.  They  were  correctly  taken  from  official  plats,  located  the  land 
by  fixed  and  definite  boundary  lines  of  the  public  survey,  and  indicated 
the  acreage  sought  to  be  taken  under  each  filing, — 102.08  acres  in  tbe 
first  and  114.08  in  the  second. 

Since  your  office  decision  still  another  plat  of  the  township  has  been 
filed  in  the  local  office  (July  23, 1895),  on  which  the  parts  of  certain 
quarter  sections  above  mentioned,  within  the  lines  of  said  reservation, 
are  shown  divided  into  lots;  and  on  August  2,  following,  William 
Coppinger  and  Elihu  Coppinger,  each,  offered  amended  filings  for  tbe 
same  ground  embraced  in  their  original  filings,  respectively,  but  describ- 
ing it,  in  each  instance,  according  to  the  subdivisions  shown  on  this 
latest  plat. 

So  much  of  your  office  decision  as  affirms  the  rejection  of  said  filings 
is  accordingly  reversed.  You  will  direct  the  local  officers  to  file  the 
original  declaratory  statements  of  these  parties  as  of  the  date  when 
they  were  offered,  and  to  allow  the  amendments  thereof  above  indicated. 
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DESERT  LAND  FINAL  PROOF— PROTEST. 

DuiTPHY  V.  Flowers. 

A  protest  against  the  allowance  of  desert  land  final  proof,  on  the  ground  of  the  fail- 
nre  of  the  entrymau  to  secure  a  water  supply  and  effect  reclamation,  must  be 
dismissed,  if  on  the  day  advertised  he  does  not  submit  final  proof,  and  further 
time  therefor  exists  under  the  statute. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  CammissioTher  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  May 

14y  1896.  (W.  F.  M.) 

On  Jane  11, 1892,  Howard  D.  Flowers  made  desert  land  entry  of  lots 
3  and  4,  the  S.  ^  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  SW.  J  of  section  2,  township  1 
N.,  range  3  E.,  within  the  land  district  of  Bozeman,  Moutana,  and  on 
November  9, 1893,  he  made  publication  of  his  intention  to  make  final 
proof  on  December  18,  following.  On  the  last  named  date  Thomas  E. 
Dnnphy  filed  a  protest  alleging,  in  substance,  failure  to  make  the 
required  expenditure  on  the  land,  that  a  contract  was  made,  before 
entry,  to  convey  the  land,  that  the  entry  was  made  for  the  benefit  of 
certain  other  persons  named,  and  failure  to  acquire  the  necessary  water 
rights. 

Flowers  did  not  offer  his  final  proof  on  the  advertised  date  for  the 
reason,  as  stated  by  him  in  his  testimony,  that  he  did  not  have  the 
money  to  make  the  required  payments.  A  hearing  was  held,  however^ 
on  the  issues  raised  by  the  protest,  and  the  register  and  receiver  dis- 
missed it  and  recommended  that  the  entry  remain  intact.  This  decision 
was  affirmed  by  your  office  and  the  case  is  now  here  on  further  appeaL 

The  eutryman  has  until  June  11,  1897,  to  make  his  final  proof.  28 
Stat.,  226.  Since  he  has  not  offered  his  final  proof,  all  charges  as  to 
failure  in  the  respect  of  reclamation  and  securing  water  rights  and 
supply,  must  fall.  This  is  the  practice  in  pre-emption  cases,  and  the 
rule  is  equally  applicable  here.  McCracken  v.  Porter,  3  L.  D.,  399^ 
Haley  v.  Harris,  13  L.  D.,  136. 

As  to  the  remaining  allegations,  the  testimony  is  conclusive  that  the 
entry  was  made  for  the  exclusive  use  and  benefit  of  the  entryman  and 
that  sums  much  in  excess  of  the  amount  required  by  law  have  beeik 
expended  on  the  land. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  afiirmed. 


WAGON  ROAD  GRANT— DEFINITE  LOCATION. 

McDowell  v.  The  Dalles  Military  Wagon  Road  Co. 

The  graut  to  this  company  by  the  act  of  February  25, 1867,  is  a  grant  in  place,  and 
the  rights  of  the  road  thereunder  attach  on  definite  location. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  May 

20,  1896.  (A.  B.) 

A  decision  was  rendered  in  the  above  entitled  case  by  the  Depart- 
ment on  March  7, 1896,  in  which  your  office  action  in  holding  the  entry 
of  McDowell  for  cancellation  was  affirmed. 
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The  land  involved  was  the  NE.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  Lot  5  and  the  SW.  J  of 
the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  31.  Tp.  19  S.,  B.  47  E.,  Burns,  Oregon. 

The  entry  of  McDowell  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office 
because  it  conflicted  with  the  prior  right  of  the  Wagon  Road  Company 
under  its  gi*ant  (14  Stat.,  409). 

McDowell  has  now  filed  in  this  Department  two  affidavits  to  show 
that  at  the  date  the  right  of  the  Wagon  Road  Company  attached  the 
land  was  in  the  possession  of  a  settler,  and  he  requests  a  hearing  on 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  land  was  or  was  not  excepted  from  the 
ox)eration  of  the  grant  by  reason  of  such  settlement. 

By  the  grant  in  question  (February  25,  1867, 14  Stat.,  409),  Congress 
granted  all  the  <^  alternate  sections  of  public  lands,  designated  by  odd 
numbers,  to  the  extent  of  three  sections  in  width  on  each  side  of  said 
road,"  except  '*  any  and  all  lan<ls  heretofore  reserved  to  the  United 
States,  or  otherwise  appropriated  by  act  of  Congress  or  other  comi)e- 
tent  authority." 

This  grant  is  clearly  a  grant  in  place,  and  the  right  of  the  road 
attached  on  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location,  November  1, 
1809.  In  this  case  it  is  claimed  the  settlement  existed  at  the  date  of 
withdrawal,  on  December  14, 1871.  As  this  was  after  the  right  of  the 
road  atta<;hed,  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  settlement  excepts 
the  land  from  the  operation  of  this  x)articular  grant  or  not. 

For  this  reason,  such  a  hearing  would  avail  nothing,  and  the  motion 
is  denied. 


FTNAL   DECISION~RE^^E^V-RUL.E   TO   SHOW  CAUSE. 

NoBTHEBN  Pacific  R.  B.  Co.  v.  Rosencbance. 

A  final  deciaion  of  the  General  Land  Office  should  not  be  reopened  by  the  commit- 
sioner  in  an  ex  parte  proceeding,  and  the  judgment  therein  modified  without 
prior  notice  to  the  a<lver8e  party  in  interest;  but  if  such  action  is  thus  taken, 
and  the  party  adversely  affected  thereby  is  then  notified  of  his  right  of  appeal 
therefrom,  such  notice  should  be  treated  as  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  judg- 
ment, as  modified,  should  not  stand,  and  his  appeal  as  the  answer  thereto. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Cmnmusioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  May 

(W.  A.  L.)  20,  1896  (J.  L.) 

This  case  involves  the  SE.  \  of  the  NE.  \  and  lot  4  of  section  23,  T.  9 
N.,  R.  28  E.,  containing  62.55  acres  of  land  in  Walla  Walla  land  district, 
Washington.  It  is  brought  before  this  Department  by  the  appeal  of 
Benjamin  Rosencrance  from  your  office  decision  of  January  26, 1895, 
holding  for  cancellation  his  preemption  cash  entry  No.  3088  of  April  11, 
1885,  as  to  the  SE.  \  of  the  NE.  ^  of  lot  4  of  said  section  23«  (part  of  the 
land  embraced  in  said  entry),  upon  the  ground  that  said  subdivisions 
were  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  Cascade  branch  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  as  authorized  by  the  joint  resolution  of  May 
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31, 1870  (IG  Statutes,  378),  and  were  vacant  and  nureserved  lands  on 
Jane  29,  1883,  the  date  at  which  the  jnap  of  definite  location  of  said 
Cascade  branch  was  filed  in  the  General  Land  Office. 

On  October  4, 1880,  the  company  filed  its  map  of  definite  location  of  its 
main  line  from  Wallula  to  Spokane  Falls,  opposite  the  tracts  involved 
here.  And  on  June  29, 1883,  it  filed  its  map  of  definite  locjation  of  its 
branch  line  from  Yakima  to  Ainsworth  (a  station  about  twelve  miles 
north  of  Wallula  on  the  main  line),  opi)osite  said  tracts. 

On  January  3,  1867,  one  Stephen  D.  Martindale  made  homestead 
entry— :5iro.  065  of  the  SE.  i  of  the  NE.  i,  the  SW.  J  of  the  NB.  J  and 
lots  2,  3  and  4  of  section  23  aforesaid  containing  147.10  acres.  Said 
entry  remained  of  record  until  November  2, 1871,  when  it  was  canceled. 

On  January  8.  1872,  one  William  Hatch  filed  his  pre-emption  declar- 
ator^"  statement  for  all  the  tracts  aforesaid  alleging  settlement  on 
November  2, 1871,  the  date  of  the  cancellation  of  Martindale^s  entry. 
On  June  7,  1872,  Hatch  transmuted  his  pre-emption  filing  into  a  home- 
stead entry  No.  90,  of  the  SE.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and  lot  4  of  section  23, 
containing  02.55  acres;  and  on  the  same  day  one  Smith  Burnhani  made 
homestead  entry  No.  91  of  the  other  tracts  embraced  in  Hatch's  filing, 
to  wit,  the  SW.  i  of  the  NE.  J  and  lots  2  and  3  of  said  section  23, 
containing  84.55  acres. 

Hatch's  entry  of  the  SB.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and  lot  4,  remained  of  record 
until  November  2, 1882,  when  it  was  canceled  for  abandonment,  because 
ten  years  had  elapsed  after  entry  without  tender  of  final  proof.  And 
the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  contested  Burnham's  entry  of 
the  SW.  i  of  the  NE.  J  and  lots  2  and  3. 

On  November  21,  1882,  your  office  dismissed  the  contest,  and  held 
Burn  ham's  entry  intact.  The  company  appealed  and  on  March  25, 1884, 
this  Department  affirmed  said  decision. 

On  August  14,  1884,  Burnham  relinquished  his  entry,  and  the  same 
was  canceled.  And  on  the  same  day,  Benjamin  Eosencrance  filed  his 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement  No.  5332  for  lots  2,  3  and  4  and  the 
S.  i  of  the  NE.  i  of  said  section  23  (including  the  62.55  acres  of  Hatch 
and  the  84.55  acres  ot  Burnham),  alleging  settlement  on  August  12, 
1884.  On  April  11, 1885,  after  due  publication,  Eosencrance  made  final 
proof  and  payment,  and  procured  final  certificate  of  entry  of  the  whole 
of  the  tracts  aforesaid. 

Sometime  afterwards  (the  record  before  me  does  not  show  when  or 
how),  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  contested  Eosencrance's 
pre-emption  cash  entry  aforesaid,  and  claimed  all  of  said  tracts  under 
its  ^ants.  On  January  21, 1893,  your  office  found  that  all  of  said  tracts 
**were  covered  by  existing  prima  facie  valid  filings  and  entries  at  the 
several  dates  of  filing  maps,  (1)  of  general  route,  (2)  amended  general 
route,  and  (3)  definite  location,  and  the  withdrawals  following,  and 
were  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  Northern  Pacific  grants;"  and 
therefore  'Mield  the  Eosencrance  entry  for  approval  for  patenting;" 
and  rejected  the  company's  claim. 
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Notice  of  said  decision  was  served  upou  the  company.  No  appeal 
was  takeu.  Whereupon,  the  decision  was  declared  final  and  the  case 
was  closed,  by  your  office  letter  "F"  of  July  7, 1893,  addressed  to  the 
local  officers.  Your  office  thus  transmitted  to  Bascncrauce  the  highest 
evidence  (except  probably  a  patent),  that  the  Executive  Department 
could  furnish,  to  establish  his  title  and  assure  his  quiet  possession  of 
his  property. 

Nevertheless,  more  than  a  year  and  a  half  afterwards,  to  wit,  on. 
January  26, 1895,  your  office,  without  notice  to  Rosencrance,  re-opened 
the  closed  ca«e,  and  gave  the  following  reason  for  doing  so. 

The  attention  of  the  office  has  been  called  to  the  fact,  that  while  the  deeUioii  as 
above  was  correct  as  to  the  main  line,  part  of  the  land  involved  passed  to  the  com- 
pany npon  definite  location  of  its  branch  line. 

It  appears  now,  that  on  January  2, 1895,  the  attorney  for  the  North- 
ern Pacific  Hailroad  Company  resident  in  the  city  of  Washington, 
D.  C,  filed  in  your  office  a  letter,  in  which  after  reciting  that  <<0n  27 
November,  1894,  your  office  filed  for  patent  (Division  <'F  ")  Walla  Walla 
cash  entry  No.  3088  of  Benjamin  Bosencrance  for  the  S.  i  of  the  NE.  ^ 
and  lots  2,  3  and  I  of  section  23,  T.  9  N.,  R.  28  8.,  W.  M.'',  he  procee<led 
to  refer  to  your  office  decision  of  January  21,  1893,  and  suggested  that 
your  office  had  not  determined  the  rights  of  the  company  under  the 
grant  for  its  branch  line.  He  then  caileil  attention  to  the  fact  that  iu 
the  interval  between  the  cancellation  of  Hatch's  entry  on  November  2^ 
1882,  and  the  filing  of  Bosencrance's  pre-emption  declaratory  statement 
on  August  14, 1884,  the  company  on  June  29,  1883,  filed  its  map  of 
definite  location  of  its  branch  line.  And  without  offering  any  evidence 
or  making  any  statement  as  to  the  actual  tstatus  of  the  land  during 
said  interval,  he  requested  your  office  to  re-examine  the  case,  and  to 
take  ^Mmmediate  action  to  the  extent  of  suspension  of  the  entry." 

Thereujiou  your  office  proceeded  ex  parte  to  find  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
that  on  June  29, 1883  (the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  loca- 
tion of  the  Cascade  Branch  line),  "the  SE.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and  lot  4 
aforesaid  were  vacant  and  unreserved."  The  record  did  not  justify  the 
finding  that  said  land  which  had  been  under  cultivation  as  a  farm  ever 
since  January  3,  1867,  the  date  of  Martindale's  entrj^,  was  in  fact 
vacant  and  unoccupied  on  June  29, 1883. 

Mr.  Bosencrance  should  have  been  allowed  a  chance  to  show  cause 
why  his  entry  should  not  be  disturbed  eighteen  months  after  the  ease 
had  been  closed.  He  was  entitled  to  know  who  it  was  tliat  called  the 
attention  of  your  office  to  the  case  again,  after  it  bad  been  finally 
decided  for  so  long.  The  first  notice  that  Bosencrance  had  of  this  ex 
parte  proceeding  was  service  of  a  copy  of  your  office  decision  holding 
his  entry  for  cancellation  as  to  62.55  acres  of  land;  and  informing  him 
of  his  right  of  appeal. 

Under  the  circumstances,  this  Department  is  constrained  to  consider 
said  notice  as  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  Bosencrance's  entry  should 
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not  be  canceled  as  to  65.55  acres  of  land;  and  bis  appeal  and  tbe  affi- 
davit tiled  in  support  of  it,  as  bis  answer  to  said  rule. 

With  tbe  appeal  are  affidavits  of  Benjamin  Rosencrance,  tbe  entry- 
man,  and  Jobn  W.  Eitcbie,  a  neigbl>or,  sbowing  tbe  following  facts: 

On  November  2,  1882  (wbicb  was  tbe  date  of  tbe  cancellation  of 
Hatcb's  bomestead  entry  of  tbe  SE.  J  of  tbe  NE.  J  and  lot  4  aforesaid), 
Kosencrance  was,  and  for  some  time  previous  tbereto — as  early  as 
April,  1880, — bad  been,  living  witb  bis  family  in  a  bouse  on  said  lot  4, 
claiming,  bolding  and  using  as  a  farm  and  place  of  residence  tbe  said 
lot,  and  tbe  contiguous  SE.  ^  of  tbe  NE.  i  of  section  23.  That  besides 
bis  dwelling  bouse,  bis  improvements  on  lot  4  consisted  of  a  stock-yard 
fenced  in  about  four  bundred  feet  square,  witb  one  buudred  and  fifty 
tons  of  bay  tbereiii,  and  a  stable  for  stock  eigbteen  by  tbree  buudred 
feet.  On  tbe  SE.  J  of  tbe  !N'E.  J,  be  bad  four  corrals,  a  stable  twenty  by 
twenty  feet,  tbree  quarters  of  a  mile  of  fencing,  and  ten  acres  of  plowed 
land, — tbe  otber  tbirty  acres  being  under  cultivation  as  a  meadow. 
His  garden  was  on  lot  4  near  bis  dwelling  bouse.  And  tbe  two  tracts, 
were  all  under  one  fence.  His  improvements  were  wortb  at  least  $  1,000. 
During  tbe  winter  of  1882-83  and  spring  of  1883, — ^prior  to  June  29, 

1883,  tbe  date  of  filing  tbe  map  of  definite  location  for  tbe  braucb 
line — be  spent  four  hundred  dollars  for  grubbing  on  said  land.  On 
December  14, 1882,  be  offered  to  file  at  the  Walla  Walla  land  office  bis 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  said  land,  but  tbe  same  was 
rejected  by  tbe  local  officers  on  tbe  ground  of  conflict  witb  tbe  grant 
to  tbe  Kortbern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company.  At  that  time,  and  until 
Marcb  25, 1884,  tbe  case  of  Smith  Burnbam,  (in  wbicb  tbe  only  ques- 
tion to  be  decided  was,  whether  Martindale's  homestead  entry  and 
Hatcb's  preemption  filing  were  sufficient  to  except  tbe  tracts  of  laud 
covered  thereby,  from  the  operation  of  the  company's  grants),  was 
pending  on  appeal  before  this  Department.  Eosencrance  awaited  the 
decision  of  that  case,  and  in  the  meantime  continued  to  reside  upon, 
cultivate  and  improve  said  lot  4,  and  tbe  contiguous  forty  acres.  By 
departmental  decision  of  Marcb  25,  1884,  Burnbam  gained  bis  case, 
and  tbe  status  of  the  tracts  involved  was  determined,  at  least  so  far  as 
tbe  claims  of  tbe  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  then  asserted, 
were  concerned.  Whereupon  Kosencrance  bought  Burnham's  posses- 
sory rights,  bis  improvements  and  relinquishment;  and  on  August  14, 

1884,  he  filed  bis  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  both  tracts — 
the.  tract  which  Hatcb  formerly  bad  and  on  which  Kosencrance  bad 
reeided  since  April  1880,  and  tbe  Burnbam  tract  wbicb  Kosencrance 
took  possession  of  on  August  12, 1884,  the  date  of  bis  purchase  from 
Burnbam  of  tbe  improvements  on  tbe  land  adjoining  his  residence. 

Bosfucrance  has  shown  sufficient  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be 
canceled  either  in  wbole  or  in  part.  His  answer  is  perfect,  if  tbe  facts 
alleged  in  tbe  affidavits  be  true.  The  affidavits  were  filed  in  tbe  local 
office  on  April  15, 1895,  and  were  transmitted  witb  tbe  appeal  to  your 
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offieo,  on  May  27, 1895.  The  truth  of  the  statements  therein  made, 
has  not  been  controverted  by  the  company  or  its  attorneys,  even  in 
argument. 

Under  these  circumstances  this  Department  would  assume  the  facts 
stated  in  the  affidavits  aforesaid  to  be  true,  ami  would  proceed  to 
decide  the  case  at  once,  but  for  the  fact,  that  other  attorneys  apiieared 
for  tho  company  on  April  1,  ISOO,  and  tiled  in  this  Department  a 
motion  ^'that  the  argument  and  ex  parte  affidavits  filed  by  Bosencrance 
may  be  returned  to  him,  because  no  copies  thereof  have  been  served 
upon  the  Railroad  Company,  as  required  by  the  Bules  of  Practice.'^ 
While  it  does  appear  that  fiosencrance's  appeal  and  specifications  of 
errors  were  duly  served  upon  the  company,  it  does  not  appear  affirma- 
tively that  the  affidavits  of  Bosencrance  and  John  W.  Ritchie,  and 
the  argument  of  Bosencrauce's  attorney,  were  so  served.  The  com- 
pany should  be  allowed  an  opportunity  to  traverse  the  statements  con- 
tained in  said  affidavits  if  it  desires  to  do  so,  and  in  that  event  to  have 
a  hearing  to  determine  whether  they  be  true  or  not. 

Tour  office  decision  of  January  20,  1895,  is  hereby  set  aside  and 
annulled.  You  will  advise  the  railroad  company  of  the  allegations 
made  by  Bosencrance  in  the  affidavits  herein  referred  to  relative  to 
settlement  and  residence  antedating  the  date  of  definite  location  of  the 
branch  line  of  its  road,  and  in  the  event  of  its  failure  to  file  affidavits 
tending  to  show  that  settlement  and  residence  were  not  made  and  con- 
tinued as  alleged,  within  thirty  days  from  notice  of  this  decision,  that 
the  claim  of  the  company  will  be  rejecteil  and  the  entry  will  remain 
intact.  Should  such  affidavits  be  fileil  a  hearing  will  be  proceeded 
with  as  in  other  cases  made  and  provided.  (Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go. 
r.  McMahan,  17  L.  D.,  607). 


REPAYMENT-DESERT  LlAXD  ENTRT. 

Jedediah  F.  Holcohb. 

An  entry  of  desert  land  within  railroad  limits  at  double  minimum  price  ia  not  an 
entry  *' erroneously  allowed '^  on  which  repayment  of  the  first  installment  of  the 
purchase  price  can  be  made,  where  the  entry  is  canceled  for  non-compliance  with 
law. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office j  May 

20, 1896.  (W,  C.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Jedediah  F.  Holcomb  firom  your 
office  decision  of  February  8,  1896,  refusing  his  application  for  tbe 
repayment  of  $80,  being  the  preliminary  payment  made  by  him  on  a 
desert  land  entry  for  the  E.  J  of  section  8,T.  14  X.,  B.  75  W.,  Cheyenue, 
Wyoming,  land  district. 

This  entry  was  made  December  24, 1881,  and  was  canceled  Septem- 
ber 22, 1885,  because  of  failure  to  make  proof  within  the  time  required 
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by  law.  About  the  last  of  January,  1890,  the  attorneys  for  tlie  entry- 
luau  filed  an  application  for  the  repayment  of  the  amount  paid  upon 
said  entry.  This  application  is  mmie  upon  the  theory  that  the  act  of 
1877  did  not  contemplate  or  include  within  its  provisions  lands  of  the 
United  States  which,  because  of  bein^  situated  within  the  limits  of  a 
railroad  grant,  could  not  be  sold  for  less  than  the  double-minimum 
price.  It  is  claimed  that  such  lands  were  absolutely  excepted  from  the 
oi^eratiou  of  the  act  of  1877,  providing  for  the  sale  of  desert  lands,  and 
therefore  the  entry  in  question  was  erroneously  allowed  and  could  not 
have  been  confirmed,  by  reason  of  which  the  entryman  is  entitled  to 
repayment  of  the  purchase  money  under  the  provisions  of  Sec.  2  of  the 
act  of  June  1€,  1880  (21  Stat.,  287).  In  support  of  this  contention  the 
case  of  United  States  v.  Dealey  (100  U.  S.,  136),  is  cited. 

It  is  well  said  in  your  decision  that  the  supreme  court  did  not  have 
before  it  in  that  case  the  question  of  the  legality  of  entries  under  the 
desert  land  law  for  land  within  the  limits  of  grants  to  railroads,  the 
only  question  being  as  to  the  price  to  be  paid  for  that  class  of  lands 
under  such  entries.  This  fact  should  be  borne  in  mind  in  reading  said 
decision  and  applying  it  to  the  case  under  consideration  here.  The 
court  said : 

An  esamination  of  the  statutes  regulating  the  sale  of  the  public  lands  is  neces- 
sary in  order  to  determine  the  question  now  presented.  That  question  is,  -whether 
the  net  of  1877,  providing  for  the  sale  of  *'  desert  lands/'  embraces  alternate  sections 
rvtierved  to  the  United  States,  aloug  the  line  of  railroads  for  the  construction  of 
which  Congress  made  a  grant  of  lands. 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  that  Healey,  who  had  been  required  to  pay 
$2.50  per  acre  for  the  land  covered  by  his  desert  land  entry,  sought  to 
recover  one-half  the  money  so  paid,  on  the  theory  that  the  act  of  1877, 
under  which  he  had  purchased  the  land,  fixed  the  price  at  $1.25  per 
acre.  The  question  was  as  to  whether  this  class  of  lands  was  embraced 
in  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1877  as  to  price,  and  this  is  what  the 
court  said.  The  whole  tenor  of  the  decision  is  to  this  effect.  The 
sense  in  which  the  word  *^  embraces"  is  used  by  the  court  is  clearly 
shown  by  one  paragraph  in  the  decision.    It  is  said : 

Giving  effect  to  these  rules  of  interpretation,  we  hold  that  Secretariea  Lamar  and 
Koble  properly  decided  that  the  act  of  1877  did  not  supersede  the  proviso  of  section 
2357  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  Jind,  therefore,  did  not  embrace  alternate  sections 
reserved  to  the  United  States  by  a  railroad  land  grant. 

This  Department  has  never  held  that  the  act  of  1877  did  not  embrace 
desert  lands  within  the  limits  of  railroad  grants  in  the  sense  that  such 
entries  of  that  class  of  lands  were  not  allowable.  On  the  contrary, 
such  entries  have  been  allowed  without  question.  It  was  held  that 
the  provisions  of  said  act  of  1877  as  to  price  did  not  apply  to  these 
lands,  and  in  this  sense  only  was  it  held  that  said  act  did  not  embrace 
these  lands*  It  is  evidently  in  this  sense  that  the  court  used  the  word 
^« embrace'^  all  through  said  decision.    The  court  recognizes  the  fact 
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that  such  entries  have  been  allowed,  and  does  not  say  specifically  that 
the  practice  was  wrong.  It  may  be  sufficient  to  say  that  the  question 
not  being  before  the  court,  it  very  properly  refrained  from  making  any 
such  specific  statement.  If  this  be  true,  it  is  then  sufficient  for  the 
determination  of  this  case  to  say  that  the  question  of  the  legality  of 
such  entries  has  not  been  presented  or  passed  upon  by  that  court. 

The  validity  of  such  entries  having  been  recognized  by  this  Depart- 
ment for  so  long  a  time  with  the  result  that  much  money  has  been 
invested  in  the  purchase  and  improvement  of  this  class  of  lands  upon 
the  faith  of  the  construction  given  such  law,  is  sufficient  reason  for 
hesitation  in  declaring  such  consti*nction  to  be  wrong.  I  am  not 
inclined  to  so  hold  until  more  convincing  arguments  are  presented 
than  those  made  in  support  of  the  application  now  under  consideration, 
or  until  the  supreme  court  shall  have  distinctly  held  the  practice  to 
be  wrong. 

The  fact  remains  that  the  entry  in  question  was  not  erroneously 
allowed,  and  that  patent  would  have  issued  thereunder  if  the  entry- 
man  had  com})lied  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  on  his  part. 

It  appears  by  a  late  communication  from  the  attorneys  for  Holcomb, 
that  they  have  initiated  proceedings  in  the  courts  for  the  recovery  of 
this  money.  If  I  were  incltned  to  the  opinion  that  he  is  entitled  to 
repayment,  but  still  entertained  a  doubt  as  to  his  right,  I  would  still 
hold  it  to  be  the  better  plan,  under  all  the  circumstances,  to  allow  the 
courts  to  pass  upon  the  question,  to  the  end  that  it  might  be  definitely 
settled. 

The  decision  appealed  from,  which  refused  the  application  for  repay- 
ment, is  affirmed. 


RAIL.ROAI>  GRANT-^r>rDEMNrrY  SEIJECTIONS-C'AXCJEL,LATION. 
WiLLBY  V.  NOBTHEBN  PACIFIC  R.  R.  Oo. 

A  list  of  indemnity  selections  filed  hj  the  Northern  Pacific  company  without  desig- 
nating the  liases  therefor,  prior  to  the  order  of  May  28,  1883,  excepting  said  com- 
pany from  the  general  terms  of  the  circular  of  1879  requiring  such  desiguatioD, 
is  protected  by  said  order  of  1883,  in  the  absence  of  any  intervening  claim,  and 
is  not  invalidated  by  the  circular  order  of  August  4,  1885. 

The  Northern  Pacific  company  is  entitled  to  indemnity  for  lands  excepted  from  its 
grant  on  account  of  a  prior  grant  to  another  company. 

An  entry  allowed  by  the  local  office  should  not  be  subsequently  held  for  canoellatioa 
without  first  affording  the  entryman  an  opportunity  to  show  cause  why  such 
action  should  not  be  taken. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Otneral  Land  Office^  May 

20,  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  May  5,  1896,  was  forwarded  a  petition  for 
writ  of  certiorari,  filed  on  behalf  of  Norman  Willey,  in  the  matter  of 
the  case  of  Norman  Willey  r.  Northern  Pacific  Bailrond  Company^ 
involving  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  132  N.,  R.  ^6  W.,  Fargo  land  dis- 
trict, North  Dakota. 
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From  the  showing  made  in  said  petition  it  appears  that  this  tract 
ia  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  company,  and 
on  October  21, 1895,  the  local  officers  accepted  the  homestead  applica- 
tion tendered  by  Willey,  the  same  going  to  record  as  homestead  entry 
No.  21601. 

This  entry  was  considered  by  your  office  in  letter  ^'  F  "  of  December 
26y  1895,  and  was  held  for  cancellation  for  conflict  with  the  selection 
made  by  the  company  on  April  9, 1883,  list  No.  7. 

From  said  decision  Willey  appealed,  urging  that  the  company's  selec- 
tion was  invalid  and  no  bar  to  his  entry. 

This  appeal  j'our  office  returned  because  not  accompanied  by  evidence 
of  service  upon  the  company,  and  fifteen  days  allowed  under  rule  82  of 
practice  within  which  to  furnish  evidence  that  service  had  been  made 
as  required  by  the  rules. 

Thereupon  the  present  petition  was  filed,  in  which  it  is  urged  that 
the  selection  of  1883  is  invalid  and  has  been  so  adjudged  in  the  case  of 
Hall  against  said  company,  and  that  Willey  was  a  settler  at  the  date 
of  filing  of  the  rearranged  list,  February  23,  1892. 

There  are  a  great  number  of  these  petitions,  all  presenting  substan- 
tially^ the  same  state  of  facts,  and  I  have  carefully  considered  the  full 
showing  made,  and,  waiving  technical  defects  iu  the  petition,  must 
deny  the  same  because,  as  far  as  shown,  the  petitioner  has  suffered  no 
injury  by  the  action  taken. 

The  company  first  selected  this  land  in  list  Ko.  7,  April  9, 1883.  Said 
list  was  not  accompanied  by  a  designation  of  losses  to  the  grant  as  a 
basis  therefor. 

No  right  is  shown  to  have  intervened  between  that  date  and  May  28, 
1883,  the  date  of  departmental  circular  excepting  the  Northern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company  from  the  requirement  exacted  by  the  circular  of  1879 
requiring  the  designation  of  bases  for  all  indemnity  selections.  The 
selection  was  protected  by  said  order  and  was  not  invalidated  by  the 
order  of  August  4, 1885  (4  L.  D.,  90).  See  Sawyer  v,  Northern  Pacific 
B.R.Oo.,12L.D.,448. 

The  company,  in  October,  1887,  filed  a  designation  of  losses  in  bulk, 
which  were  rearranged  in  the  list  of  February  23,  1892. 

Willey  alleges  that  he  was  a  settler  at  the  last  named  date,  but 
whether  prior  to  this  time  is  not  shown.  The  fact  as  alleged  would 
avail  him  nothing,  as  the  selection  of  1883  was,  as  before  stated,  pro- 
tected by  the  circular  of  May  28, 1883. 

In  the  Hall  case  referred  to.  Hall  alleged  settlement  in  1880,  so  that 
he  was  prior  to  the  selection  of  1883. 

The  losses  assigned  by  the  company  in  the  lists  of  1887  and  1892 
were  of  lands  east  of  Superior.  Wisconsin. 
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In  the  case  of  tbe  Kortliern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  considered 
by  this  Department  November  13, 1895  (21  L.  D.,  412),  it  was  held  that 
(syllabus) : 

Tbe  right  of  said  compaDy  to  form  a  connection  with  Lake  Snperior  as  its  eastern 
terminuB  could  be  exercised  either  tbroogb  actual  construction  of  its  own  road,  or 
through  association  or  consolidation  with  some  other  company,  and  by  tbe  latter 
course  said  company,  through  an  apparent  conaolidation  with  the  Lake  Superior 
and  Mississippi  railroad,  from  Thomson's  Junction,  in  Minnesota,  to  Dnlath  in  the 
same  State,  secured  such  terminus,  and  thereby  exhausted  its  right  to  fix  the  eastern 
terminal  point  of  its  road,  by  construction  of  its  own  line,  if  auch  consolidation  was 
not  in  fact  effected.  But  if  sAch  consolidation  was  not  such  an  association  or  con- 
federation as  contemplated  by  the  granting  act,  then  the  eastern  terminns  of  tbe 
grant  ia  at  Snperior  City,  Wisconsin,  the  first  point  at  which  said  company,  by  its 
own  road,  reached  Lake  Superior. 

It  appearing  that  lands  east  of  Superior  City  have  been  made  the  basis  of  indem- 
nity selections  in  North  Dakota,  and  that  the  action  of  tbe  Department  hitherto  has 
given  color  to  such  claim,  it  is  hereby  directed  that  the  company  be  allowed  sixty 
days  {torn  notice  hereof  within  which  to  specify  a  new  basis  for  any  selections  avoided 
by  this  decision. 

Acting  hereunder  the  company  assigned  new  bases  November  26, 
1895,  the  sufficiency  of  which  is  not  attacked. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  losses  as  originally  assigned  were  not 
proper  bases  for  the  reason  that,  if  the  lands  were  granted  to  tbe 
Omaha  company  under  a  prior  grant,  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  would  not  be  entitled  to  indemnity  therefor. 

In  the  case  of  Bardon  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  145 
IT.  S.,  538,  it  is  stated,  in  referring  to  the  grant  for  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  that 

the  statute  also  says  that  whenever,  prior  to  the  definite  location  of  the  route  of  tbe 
road,  and  of  course  prior  to  the  grant  made,  any  of  the  lands  which  would  other- 
wise fall  within  have  been  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied  by  homestead  settlers,  or 
pre-empted  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  other  lands  are  to  be  selected  in  lieu  thereof,  etc. 

This  fully  answers  the  last  contention  of  counsel  in  the  petition  and, 
as  before  stated,  the  same  is  denied. 

In  this  connection  I  must  add  that  I  cannot  approve  of  the  action 
taken  in  these  cases,  holding  for  cancellation,  without  first  affording 
the  entryman  an  opportunity  to  show  cause,  any  entry  allowed  by  the 
local  officers,  and  in  future  you  will  apprise  the  entryman  of  any  objec* 
tions  that  may  appear  to  the  recognition  of  his  entry  and  first  afford 
him  an  opportunity  to  show  cause,  before  action  is  taken  looking  to  tbe 
cancellation  of  his  entry. 
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RAJU[lOAD  GRANT— SETTX^EMJENT  RIGHT— SELECTION. 

NoBTHEBN  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Lynch. 

When  settlement  and  occapaucy  alone,  at  the  time  rights  under  a  railroad  grant 
attach,  are  relied  upon  to  except  the  land  from  such  grant,  it  mast  affirmatively 
appear  that  the  party  in  posHeaaion  had  the  right,  at  that  time,  to  assert  a  claim 
to  the  land  in  question  under  the  settlement  laws. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
( W.  A.  L.)  23,  1896.  (C.  W.  P.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  August  6, 1895,  you  transmitted  the  case 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Compauy  r.  Alexander  H.  Lynch, 
involving  the  NE.  J  of  section  35,  township  1()  N.,  range  44  E.,  Walla 
Walla  land  district,  Washington. 

Said  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  said  road,  and  was 
selected  on  account  of  the  grant  December  17, 1883. 

Lynch  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  laud  on  October  27, 
1887,  alleging  settlement  about  August  6, 1884. 

The  company  filed  a  protest  against  said  application. 

A  hearing  was  had.  The  local  officers  decided  in  favor  of  Lynch. 
The  company  appealed.  Your  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers. 

The  company  appeals  to  the  Department. 

The  testimony  shows  that  one  William  H.  Evett  went  upon  the  land 
in  the  spring  of  1881,  and  erected  a  foundation  for  a  house;*  that  in 
June,  1881,  he  let  his  brother,  James  F,  Evett,  have  his  interest  iu  the 
tract,  who  did  some  fencing  and  planted  out  a  garden  and  some  shrub- 
bery; that  he  built  a  house,  a  barn  sixteen  by  thirty  feet,  with  one 
shed  twelve  feet  long  and  one  sixteen  feet  long,  and  he  moved  upon  the 
land  in  the  fall  of  1881,  and  resided  thereon  continuously  until  1884, 
when  he  sold  his  claim,  his  possessory  right  thereto,  to  Alexander  H. 
Lynch;  that  Lynch  established  his  actual  residence  on  the  land  iu  the 
fall  of  1884,  and  the  same  has  been  continuous;  that  he  built  an  addi- 
tion to  the  house  twelve  by  fourteen  feet  wide  and  eighteen  feet  long, 
broke  eighty-five  acres,  planted  out  an  orchard  of  one  hundred  trees, 
and  placed  the  whole  tract  under  fence,  and  that  his  improvements  are 
worth  about  $1,200.00. 

The  decisions  of  the  Department  hold  that,  within  the  indemnity 
limits,  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  has  not  such  claim  as 
will  bar  the  acquirement  of  a  settlement  right,  until  it  has  made  selec- 
tion in  the  manner  prescribed.  The  company  cannot,  therefore,  be 
held  to  have  had  buch  a  claim  as  would  bar  the  settlement  right  of 
James  P.  Evett,  if  he  was  duly  qualified  to  enter  the  tract  under  the 
settlement  laws. 

When  settlement  and  occupancy  alone,  at  the  time  the  rights  under 
a  railroad  grant  attach,  are  relied  upon  to  except  the  land  from  such 
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granc,  it  mast  affirmatively  appear  that  the  party  iu  possession  bad  tlie 
right  at  that  time  to  assert  a  claim  to  the  laud  iu  question,  under  the 
settlement  laws  (Northern  Pacific  R.  K.  Co.  r.  Stark,  15  L.  D.,  53; 
Irvine  r.  Northern  Pacific  R.  li.  Co.,  U  L,  D.,  302).  The  testimony 
does  not  show  that  James  F.  Evett  was  qualified  to  make  an  entry 
under  any  of  the  settlement  laws. 

The  present  claimant  (Alexander  H.  Lynch)  should  be  notified  that 
he  will  be  allowed  to  submit  supplemental  proof  as  to  whether  said 
Evett  had  at  the  date  of  the  company's  selection  the  qualification  to 
enter  the  land  under  the  settlement  laws,  after  due  notice  and  service 
upon  the  company  (Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  v.  McCrimmon,  12 
L.  D.,  554). 

Your  office  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 
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St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rowan  et  al. 

A  list  of  indemnity  selections  resting  on  a  designation  of  losses  in  bnik  will  not  be 
regarded  as  a  bar  to  the  disposition  of  the  lands  so  selected;  nor  willasnb- 
seqaent  specific  deHignation  of  losses  Talidate  such  }ist  if  the  company  is  not 
entitled  to  make  said  selections  on  the  losses  so  assigned. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La7id  Office,  May 

J23j  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Man- 
itoba Railway  Company  from  your  office  decision  of  November  20. 
1895,  holding  for  cancellation  its  list  of  indemnity  selections  coyeriiig 
certain  tracts  selected  along  its  main  line  embraced  in  the  application 
of  Luke  L.  Bowan  and  seventeen  others.  Said  lands  are  within  the 
St.  Cloud  land  district,  Minnesota. 

It  appears  from  your  office  decision  that  these  lands  are  within 
the  twenty  mile  or  indemnity  limits  along  the  main  line  of  said  road 
and  were  included  in  list  of  selections  filed  April  22, 1885  (list  No.  10), 
for  which  indemnity  was  designated  in  bulk.  The  indemnity  with- 
drawal made  on  account  of  the  main  line  was  revoked  by  departmental 
order  of  May  22, 1891  (12  L.  D.,  549). 

Your  office  decision  held  the  company's  seldction  for  cancellation 
because  there  had  been  no  specific  designation  of  the  losses  tract  for 
tract  as  required  under  the  order  issued  by  your  office  in  obedience  to 
the  direction  contained  in  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  La  Bar 
V.  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  (17  L.  D.,  406). 

In  its  appeal  the  company  urged  that  the  matter  was  one  of  fact  and 
that  your  office  erred  in  holding  that  the  company  had  failed  to  file  a 
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specific  designation  of  its  lost  lands,  tract  for  tract,  on  account  of  said 
selection  list  No.  10.    This  matter  is  made  the  subject  of  a  special 
report  by  your  oflBce  letter  of  May  12,  1896,  in  which  it  is  stated  as* 
follows : 

The  company  in  its  appeal  alleges  that  on  August  15^  1891,  it  transmitted  to  this 
otlice  a  copy  of  said  list  accompanied  with  a  specific  designation  tract  for  tract  of 
the  lands  within  its  place  limits  in  lieu  of  which  said  lands  were  selected  and  claimed ; 
such  selection  heing  in  strict  accordance  with  the  regulations  of  the  Department. 
And  you  direct  that  a  careful  examination  of  the  matter  he  made  hy  this  office  of 
the  facts  as  to  whether  such  list  was  received  here  on  August  15,  1891,  or  at  any 
other  time,  and  report  to  yonr  office. 

In  answer  thereto,  I  have  tho  honor  to  report  that,  after  diligent  search,  rearranged 
list  No.  10,  with  others,  claimed  hy  the  company  to  have  heen  transmitted  with  let- 
ter of  August  15,  1891,  was  discovered  in  this  office. 

This  list  was  received  at  this  office  August  19,  1891,  and  contains  a  designation  of 
lost  lands  tract  for  tract  as  a  hasis  for  the  selection  of  April  22,  1885.  This  latter 
hasis  is  for  lands  along  the  St.  Vincent  Extension,  whereas  the  selected  lands  are 
along  the  main  line  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  road. 

The  designated  basis  of  April  22,  1885,  which  in  bulk  equaled  the  selected  lands, 
was  for  losses  along  the  main  line.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  company  substituted 
an  entirely  new  basis  in  its  rearranged  list  No.  10. 

In  the  case  of  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Com- 
pany V.  Hastings  and  Dakota  Railway  Company  (13  L.  D.,  440),  it  was 
held  that  the  specification  of  losses  on  the  line  of  the  St.  Vincent  Exten- 
sion can  not  be  accepted  as  a  basis  for  selections  on  the  main  line  of 
St.  Paul,  Minneapolis,  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Company,  and  in  the 
case  of  La  Bar  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (supra),  you  were 
directed  to — 

call  upon  aU  railroad  companies  having  pending  indemnity  selections  to  revise 
their  lists  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  your  order,  so  that  a  proper  basis  will 
l»e  Khown  for  each  and  all  lands  now  claimed  as  indemnity,  the  same  to  be  arranged 
tract  for  tract  in  accordance  with  departmental  requirements,  and  that  all  tracts 
formerly  claimed  for  which  a  particular  basis  has  not  been  assigned  in  the  manner 
prescribed,  at  the  expiration  of  said  six  months,  be  disposed  of  under  the  terms  of 
the  orders  restoring  indemnity  lands  without  regard  to  such  previous  claim. 

The  designation  made  by  the  company  August  15,  1891,  on  account 
of  the  selections  along  the  main  line  being  of  lands  lost  to  the  grant 
along  the  St.  Vincent  Extension  of  said  road,  can  avail  the  company 
nothing,  and  while  in  your  report  it  is  admitted  that  your  office  decision 
was  in  error  in  holding  that  the  company  had  never  filed  a  list  of  losses 
rearranged  tract  for  tract  on  account  of  said  selection  list  No.  10,  yet 
the  action  taken  in  your  office  decision  must  be  affirmed,  for  the  reason 
that  the  designation  as  made  was  not  a  proper  one,  and  the  land  cov- 
ered by  the  applications  of  Luke  L.  Rowan  and  others  will,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  direction  given  in  the  La  Bar  case,  be  disposed  of  without 
regard  to  the  selection  list  of  April  22,  1885. 
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APPLICATION-VACANCY  IN  IX>CAL  OFFICE— SE'lTLEMENT. 

HiLLEBRAND   V.   S^HTH. 

Applications  to  enter  received  during  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  the  register  mnst  b« 
treated  as  simultaneons,  on  the  resumption  of  business  in  the  local  office. 

In  the  case  of  simultaneous  applications  to  enter,  where  one  of  the  applicants  his 
settled  upon  and  improved  the  land^  and  the  other  has  not,  the  priority  of  ri^ht 
should  he  accorded  to  the  actual  settler. 

/Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commutnianer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

23,  1896.  (F.  W.C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  C.  S,  Hillebraiid  from  your  offii-e 
decision  of  February  14,  189*1,  rejecting  his  several  ai)p]ications  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  the  NW.  \  of  Sec.  10,  T.  15  ^.,  E.  3  W., 
Guthrie  hind  district,  Oklahoma,  for  contiict  with  the  prior  appliciitiou 
by  E.  Y.  Smith. 

This  tract  was  formerly  covered  by  the  homestead  entry  of  Chas.  W. 
Coombs  made  April  26,  1889,  commuted  to  cash  entry  August  22, 1S93. 
Coombs's  entry  was  contested  and  the  case  regularly  ])rosecuted  to 
this  Department  resulting  in  departmental  decision  of  April  5, 1894, 
by  which  Coombs's  entry  was  canceled  for  illegality,  it  being  found 
that  he  had  entered  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  during  the  prohibited 
period.  While  the  case  was  pending  before  this  Department  the 
contestants  withdrew. 

Prior  to  departmental  decision  of  April  5,  1894,  canceling  Coombs's 
entry,  to  wit,  on  February  26,  1894,  W.  D.  Lindsey,  the  former  register 
at  the  office  in  Guthrie,  died  and  his  successor  did  not  enter  upon  the 
discharge  of  his  official  duties  until  June  1, 1894.  After  the  caneella 
tion  of  Coombs's  entry  and  pribr  to  June  1, 1894,  numerous  applications 
were  received  at  the  local  office  to  enter  the  tract  formerlv  covered  by 
Coombs's  en  try.    Those  materin  1  to  the  presen  t  con  troversy  are  as  follows : 

Ealph  V.  Smith,  April  7,  1894; 

Chas.  G.  Hillebrand,  April  13,  1894,  and 

Ealph  V.  Smith  (2d  application).  May  21,  1894. 

These  several  applications  were  not  acted  upon  on  account  of  the 
vacancy  of  the  office  of  register,  and  on  June  1,  Smith  renewed  his 
application  to  make  homestead  entry  accompanying  the  same  with  a 
new  homestead  affidavit.  On  the  same  date  Hillebrand  filed  another 
application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  this  land,  which  application^ 
together  with  the  petition  by  Smith,  was  suspended  because  of  the 
several  previous  applications  which  were  undisposed  of. 

On  June  3, 1894,  the  local  officers  recommended  that  Smith's  appli- 
cation received  May  21,  1894,  be  accepted,  holding  that  it  was  the  first 
received  after  the  cancellation  of  Coombs's  entry  and  that  the  other 
ap]>lications  should  be  rejected  for  conflict  therewith.  From  this  action 
Hillebrand  appealed  and  Smith  also  appealed,  urging  that  his  rights 
should  be  held  to  be  prior  under  his  first  application  presented  April 
7, 1894. 
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The  appeals  by  Smith  and  Hillebrand  were  considered  in  your  office 
decision  of  February  14,  1895,  in  which  Smith's  contention  was  sus- 
tained, it  being  held  that  his  application  of  April  7,  1894,  was  the 
first  after  the  cancellation  of  Coombs's  entry  and  should  be  allowed 
to  go  of  record.  From  said  decision  Hillebrand  has  appealed  to  this 
Department. 

In  this  connection  I  might  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  at  the  time 
of  filing  his  application  on  April  13,  1894,  Hillebrand  alleged  that  he 
was  then  residing  on  the  land  and  that  he  had  made  improvements 
thereon  valued  at  about  $1500. 

In  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Loew  (12  L.  D.,  297),  it  was  held  that 

an  application  to  enter,  filed  during  the  vacancy  in  the  register's  office  is,  in  contem- 
plation of  law,  submitted  for  official  action  when  the  vacancy  in  said  office  is  filled 
(syllabus). 

This  decision  has  never  been  ovenuled  and  upon  inquiry  at  your 
office  I  learn  that  the  same  has  been  the  guide  of  your  office  in  dispos- 
ing of  applications  made  during  the  vacancy  of  the  office  of  register. 
Your  office  decision,  however,  seems  to  have  misconstrued  the  effect  of 
said  decision  in  according  priority  to  one  application  over  another 
presented  during  the  time  the  office  was  closed. 

As  before  stated,  applications  presented  during  the  vacancy  are  sub- 
mitted for  official  action  when  the  vacancy  in  the  office  is  filled,  or,  as 
stated  in  the  language  of  the  opinion : 

But  when  the  vacancy  is  filled,  the  machinery  of  the  office  resumes  its  work  and 
the  register  and  receiver  in  the  exercise  of  official  duty  proceed  to  adjudicate  all 
cases  on  file  and  pending  in  their  office. 

Those  received  during  the  vacancy  must  be,  upon  the  resumption  of 
business,  treated  as  filed  at  that  time,  or  as  simultaneous  applications; 
and  as  Hillebrand  alleged  settlement  upon  and  improvement  of  the 
land  his  application  takes  pr'^cedence  over  that  of  Smith,  and  he  should 
be  permitted  to  complete  entry  of  the  land.    See  rules  for  disposing  of 
simultaneous  applications,  page  14,  General  Circular  of  October  30, 1895. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  reversed. 


OKXiAHOM A  I^AXI>S-C'HKROKEE  OlTrLET-BOOTH  CERTIFICATE. 

W.    E.   MOBBIS. 

A  refasal  to  issue  a  booth  certificate  on  account  of  a  statement  by  the  applicant  that 
he  has  been  "in  the  Cherokee  Outlet  every  other  day  to  procure  water  for  his 
own  use/'  is  not  justified,  where  the  application  is  otherwise  in  due  form. 

Entrance  within  the  Territory  <luring  the  prohibited  period  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
procuring  water  for  domestic  use  does  not  operate  as  a  disqualification  of  tho 
settler. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  May 
( W.  A.  L.)  23,  1896.  (A.  E.) 

The  land  in  this  case  comprises  lots  3,  7,  8,  and  0,  Sec.  31,  Tp.  20  K, 
R.  0  E.,  Perry,  Oklahoma,  opened  to  entry  on  September  16,  1893,  by 
virtue  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1893  (27  Stat.,  643),  and  the  proclamation 
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of  the  President,  August  10,  1893  (28  Stat.,  1222).  Morris  api)lie<l  to 
make  liomestead  entry  on  November  17, 1893. 

It  jinpears  from  the  papers  in  the  case  that  Morris  api)eared  at  one 
of  the  booths  on  September  13,  1893,  and  offered  a  declaration.  This 
dechiration  was  the  printed  form  issued  by  the  General  Laud  Office. 
In  addition  to  the  formal  statements,  claimant  had  inserted  the  wonls: 
**that  for  the  past  year  I  have  been  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet  every  olher 
day  to  procure  water  for  my  own  use.''  Because  of  this  additional 
statement  the  booth  clerk  judicially  determined  that  claimant  was  not 
entitled  to  a  certificate,  and  refused  to  issue  him  one. 

Morris  subsequently  applied  at  the  local  office  to  make  homestead 
entry,  and  his  application  was  rejected  because  he  did  not  produce  a 
certificate  from  the  booth  clerk. 

On  March  30,  189.5,  your  office  passed  over  the  only  point  that  could 
be  raised  by  the  appeal,  which  was,  whether  the  rejection  because 
Morris  had  no  certificate  was  proper,  and  without  giving  a  hearing 
affirmed  the  rejection  because  Morris  had  been  in  the  Outlet  during  the 
prohibited  period. 

From  this  Morris  appealed. 

The  act  of  1893  provides  {inter  alia)  that: 

No  person  Khali  he  pemiittetl  to  occupy  or  eut«r  upon  any  of  the  lands  herein 
referred  to,  except  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  proclamation  of  the  President 
opening  the  same  to  settlement. 

In  the  proclamation  it  is  provided,  with  relation  to  the  issuing  of 
certificates  by  the  clerk  in  charge  of  booths,  that  each  person  desiring 
to  enter  will  be  required  to 

make  a  declaration  in  writing  ....  according  to  the  form  hereto  attached  .... 
showing  his  or  her  qualifications  ....  whereupon  a  certificate  will  be  issued  by 
the  officers  in  charge  of  the  booth  to  the  party  making  the  declaration. 

Upon  making  the  statements  required  by  the  regulations  the  appli- 
cant was  entitled  to  a  certificate,  and  the  words  added  in  the  statement 
to  the  booth  clerk  were  not  such  as  to  justify  him  in  refusing  certificate 
in  this  case. 

The  rejection  by  the  local  office  of  the  application  to  make  homestead 
entry  because  no  booth  certificate  accompanied  it  was  proper,  if  Morris 
was  required  to  have  such  certificate,  but  your  office  decision  in  decid- 
ing that  Morris  was  disqualified  because  he  admitted  being  in  the  Ter 
ritory  to  obtain  water  was  incorrect,  as  no  opportunity  had  been  given 
bim  to  show  justification. 

In  his  affidavit,  corroborated  by  five  i>ersons,  Morris  shows  that  for 
twenty  months  prior  to  the  oi>ening  he  lived  in  the  Creek  !N^ation  under 
lease  from  said  nation ;  that  the  only  water  which  he  could  get  for  his 
family  and  stock  was  a  half  mile  north  of  the  south  line  of  the  Outlet, 
and  that  he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  going  there  for  water;  that  his 
trips  into  the  Outlet  were  confined  to  this  purpose. 

This  can  not  be  held  to  be  in  violation  of  the  proclamation,  and  your 
office  decision  is  reversed,  and  you  will  allow  Morris  to  make  entry. 
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Meyers  v.  Masse y. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  10, 1896,  22 
L.  D.,  159,  denied  by  Secretary  Smitb  May  23, 1896. 


REPAYMENT— ENTRY    ERRONEOL^SLY  ALLOWED. 

Ignatz  Reitober. 

An  eutry  made  on  the  relinquishment  of  a  prior  entry,  under  the  mistaken  belief  of 
the  local  oiUce  and  the  en  try  man  in  the  bona  fide  character  of  said  relinquish- 
ment, when  in  fact  it  was  fraudulent,  is  '' erroneously  allowed/'  and  the  entry- 
man  is  accordingly  entitled  to  repayment  of  the  fees  and  commissions  paid 
thereon. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  May 
(W.  A.  L.)  33,  1S96.  (C.  J.  G.) 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  on  October  7, 1893,  Maxey  Collins 
ma^le  homestead  entry  for  the  SW.  \  of  Sec.  31,  T.  22  N.,  K.  5  W.,  Enid 
land  district,  Oklahoma. 

On  January  29, 1894,  Ignatz  Reitober  made  homestead  entry  for  said 
land,  his  application  being  accompanied  by  what  purported  to  be  a 
relinquishment  by  Maxey  OoUins.    The  latter's  entry  was  canceled. 

It  appears  that  Reitober  procured  the  relinquishment  from  one  Mil- 
ton Hector  who  represented  himself  as  the  agent  of  Maxey  Collins, 
paying  $300  therefor.  Afterwards,  ui*on  hearing  that  there  was  some- 
thing wrong  about  the  relinquishment,  he  instituted  an  investigation. 
He  found  that  Maxey  Collins  had  never  executed  a  relinquishment  of 
his  homestead  entry,  nor  authorized  any  one  to  do  it  for  him;  in  other 
words,  that  the  alleged  relinquishment  was  fraudulent.  Thereupon 
Reitober,  on  March  13,  1894,  relinquisheil  his  entry,  and  the  same  was 
canceled. 

The  above  particulars  are  set  out  in  a  corroborated  affidavit  Hied  by 
Reitober,  and  transmitted  to  your  office  on  October  4,  1894.  Reitober 
at  the  same  time  made  application  for  second  entry,  accompanied  by  a 
formal  application  for  the  SE.  \  of  Sec.  32,  T.  25  ISi.,  R.  8  W. 

In  view  of  Reitober's  allegations  and  the  showing  made  by  the 
records,  your  office,  on  January  23,  1895,  allowed  him  the  privilege  of 
making  a  second  entry  in  accordance  with  his  application.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  record,  however,  to  show  that  any  further  action  was 
taken  in  this  matter. 

On  March  5, 1895,  there  was  transmitted  to  your  office  the  applica- 
tion of  Reitober  for  repayment  of  the  fees  and  commissions  paid  on  his 
homestead  entry  for  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  22  N.,  R.  5  W. 

On  March  13,  1895,  your  office  denied  said  application  for  repayment 
on  the  ground  that 

the  records  of  this  office  do  not  show  that  this  entry  was  erroneously  allowed  nor 
was  it  canceled  for  conflict,  but  it  appears  that  the  en  try  man  voluntarily  relin- 
quished his  entry. 
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From  this  decision  the  claimant  has  filed  an  apx>eal,  wherein  direct 
issne  is  taken  with  the  findings  of  your  office  both  as  to  the  8i>ecifica- 
tiou  of  voluntary  relinquishment  on  his  part  and  that  his  entry  was 
not  erroneously  allowed. 

There  may  be  a  question  as  to  whether  claimant's  relinquishment  was 
voluntary  or  not  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  was  prompted  by  the  dis- 
covery that  the  purported  relinquislimeDt  by  Collins  was  fraudulent. 
Keitober  knew  that  S(^  long  as  Collins  had  not  actually  relinquished  his 
entry,  his  own  entry  was  illegal.  The  fact  that  the  local  office  canceled 
Coilius's  entry  upon  the  presentation  of  hi^  alleiged  relinquishment,  did 
not  serve  to  deprive  Collins  of  any  rights  he  may  have  had,  nor  tarans- 
fer  them  to  Eeitober.  To  the  extent  of  knowing  of  and  being  influ- 
enced by  these  things  it  may  be  contended  that  Reitober's  relinquish- 
ment was  not  voluntary. 

The  main  question,  however,  is  whether  from  any  cause,  claimant's 
entry  was  "  erroneously  allowed  and  could  not  be  confirmed,"  and 
therefore  brought  within  the  remedial  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  IC, 
1880  (21  Stat.,  287). 

The  definition  of  the  phrase  "erroneously  allowed"  as  given  in  the 
general  circular  issued  by  the  Land  Office  is  as  follows: 

This  cannot  be  given  an  interpretation  of  such  latitude  a«  would  countenancd 
fraud.  If  the  records  of  the  Land  Office  or  the  proofs  furnished,  should  show  that 
the  entry  ought  not  to  be  permitted,  and  yet  it  were  permitted,  then  it  would  be 
"erroneously  allowed."  But  if  a  tract  of  land  were  subject  to  entry,  and  the  proofs 
showed  a  compliance  with  law,  and  the  entry  should  be  canceled  because  tbe 
proofs  were  shown  to  be  false,  it  could  not  be  held  that  the  entry  was  "erroneously 
allowed  " ;  and  in  such  case  repayment  would  not  be  authorized. 

It  can  hardly  be  claimed  that  the  conditions  of  the  case  at  bar  bring 
it  under  the  second  illustration  given  above.  The  land  in  question  was 
not  subject  to  entry  at  the  time  Beitobermade  his  entry,  and  the  pres- 
entation of  a  fraudulent  relinquishment  did  not  make  it  so.  It  is  true 
the  local  office  did  not  know  these  things  at  the  time  the  entry  was 
allowed,  but  it  would  be  a  rather  narrow  construction  to  say  that  this 
Department  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  facts  and  (circumstances 
which  were  subsequently  developed  in  the  case.  In  the  light  of  those 
circumstances  it  transpired  that  the  entry  ought  not  to  have  been 
permitted;  hence,  it  may  properly  be  said  that  it  was  "erroneously 
allowed.'^ 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  Collins  had  never  suiTendered  his  entry  I 
think  it  may  be  held  that  Reitober's  entry  was  '*  erroneously  allowed," 
although  it  was  not  due  to  any  error  on  the  part  of  the  local  office. 

The  tendency  of  departmental  decisions  has  been  to  rather  restrict 
the  phrase  *' erroneously  allowed"  to  mean  an  error  committed  by  the 
government  and  not  error  made  by  the  entryman  himself.  This  con- 
struction of  the  statute  is  probably  somewhat  narrow.  In  the  case  of 
Duthan  B.  Snody  (I  L.  D.,  532)  it  was  stated: 

You  say  in  your  decision  that  'Hhere  was  no  error  on  the  part  of  the  goverument 
in  allowing  the  second  entry/'  and  seem  to  assume  that  in  order  to  afford  the  relief 
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provided  for  in  the  act  the  error  roust  always  be  one  committed  by  the  government. 
I  think  such  construction  is  too  narrow.     The  statute  says,  "  where //'om  any  cause 

the  entry  has  been  erroneously  allowed'* The  statute  is  one  of  remedies, 

and  remedial  statutes  ''are  to  be  construed  liberally  and  beneficially,  so  as  to  pro- 
mote as  completely  as  possible  the  suppression  of  the  mischief  intended  to  be  reme- 
died, and  to  give  life  and  strength  to  the  remedy.''  (Maxwell,  203.)  The  fact  > 
the  acta  of  the  entryman  have  contributed  to  or  caused  the  erroneous  entry  ought 
not,  under  the  statute,  to  deprive  him  of  the  remedy  in  cases  where  he  has  acted  in 
good  faith. 

Subsequently,  in  the  case  of  Arthur  L.  Thomas  (13  L.  I).,  350)  the 
Departmeut  held  that  the  above  opinion  was  somewhat  broad,  and  it 
was  decided  that  said  opinion  wouhl  have  been  more  complete  had  the 
important  words  "and  cannot  be  confirmed  "been  added  thereto;  then 
it  would  read,  "  where  from  any  cause  the  entry  has  been  erroneously 
allowed,  and  cannot  he  confirmeiV*  This  is  apparently  the  correct  hold- 
ing, for  the  reason  that  the  law  does  not  contemplate  repayment  of  fees 
and  commissions  in  cases  where  it  is  possible  to  confirm  the  entries.' 
It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  words  of  the  statute  are  interdependent 
upon  each  other,  and  that  in  order  to  properly  disi>ose  of  applications 
coming  thereunder,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  them  together. 

In  my  opinion,  if  as  appears  in  this  case,  a  relinquishment  was  inno- 
cently procured,  and  on  its  x)resentation  at  the  local  office  an  entry  was 
allowed,  under  the  mistaken  belief,  entertained  by  the  entryman  and 
the  officers  allowing  the  same,  that  it  wa«  a  bona  fide  relinquishment, 
when  in  truth  it  was  fraudulent,  then  the  entry  was  "erroneously 
allowed''  in  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  the  entryman  is  entitled 
to  repayment  of  his  fees  aud  commissions;  especially  is  this  true  since 
confirmation  of  the  entry  is  impossible. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  repaj^ment  of 
the  fees  and  commissions  paid  by  Keitober  on  the  SW.  ^  of  Sec.  31  is 
hereby  directed. 


Andbus  et  al.  v.  Balch. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  21,  1896,  22 
L.  D.,  238,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  May  23, 1896. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— IXDEMNITY  SELECTION— RESERVATION. 

Northern  Pacific  E.  R.  Co.  r.  Bean. 

An  indemnity  selection  of  lands  embraced  at  such  time  within  a  reservation  for  a 
reservoir  site  is  inoperative;  and  the  subsequent  release  of  said  lands  from  such 
reservation  will  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  prior  selection. 

Secretary    J^mWi  to  the  Commissi onei'  of  the  Gevrral  Land  Office^  May 

23y  1896.  (P.  J.  0.) 

The  land  in  controversy  is  the  NW.  J  SE.  J,  SW.  J  NE.  J  and  lots  1 
and  2,  section  13,  T.  18  N.,  R.  7  W.,  Helena,  Montana  land  district,  and 
is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company. 
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November  9,  1891,  the  company  filed  iDdeinnity  selection  list  in  tlie 
Ilekniu  land  office  for  tbe  whole  of  said  section,  '-which  was  rejtfc*tt\l 
by  the  local  officers  for  the  reason  that  aU  of  said  section  had  be<^u 
reservwl  for  reservoir  puri>oses  under  the  act  of  October  2,  I'SSS."  The 
o^nipany  api^ealed. 

February  2.*5,  1895,  Ernest  F.  Bean  tilefl  an  application  in  the  local 
f^ffice  for  a  hearing,  and  in  his  corroborative  affidavit  sets  forth  that  be 
si»ttled  upon  the  land  in  the  spring  of  1877,  prior  to  the  survey  thereof: 
tliat  he  has  made  valuable  improvements  on  the  same  and  raised  crrnjs 
for  live  years,  and  states  that  he  desires  to  procure  title  thereto  under 
the  settlement  laws. 

This  application  was  forwarded  to  your  office  with  the  recommeiida 
tion  by  the  local  officers  that  the  same  be  granted,  and  your  office  by 
letter  of  May  9, 1895,  rejected  the  application  of  the  railroad  compauy 
to  make  selection  of  the  tract,  and  decided  that  no  hearing  va> 
necessary  in  the  case  and  that  Bean  would  be  i)ermitted  to  make  eiitiy 
of  the  land.  From  that  decision  the  railroad  company  ai>i>ealed,  u|K)ii 
the  ground  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the  tract  was  not  subject  to 
selection  by  said  company,  because  the  same  was  selected  as  the  site 
for  an  irrigating  reservoir  and  withdrawn  from  entry  by  order  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

It  is  stated  in  your  said  office  decision  that  the  records  of  your  office 
show  that  all  of  this  section  was  selected  tis  a  site  for  an  irrigatiiijr 
iTservoir  and  withdrawn  by  the  Secretary's  order  from  entry  or  filiDi: 
to  take  et!*ect  July  19,  1889.  It  was  restored  to  the  public  domaii: 
November  13,  1891.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  at  the  time  the  company 
tiUnl  its  application  to  select  this  tract  it  was  in  a  state  of  reservation, 
and  it  was  therefore  not  subject  to  selection  by  the  company.  It  is 
uriitnl  that  this  was  but  a  temporary  reservation  and  that  it  should  not 
o)H'rate  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  company  when  the  tract  was  restored 
to  the  public  domain.  This  position  is,  in  my  judgment,  untenable. 
ll  is  analogous,  I  tliink,  to  the  case  of  an  Indian  reservation.  It  was 
divided  in  Atlantic  and  Pacific  K.  R.  Go.  v.  Willard  (17  L.  D.,  551), 
sxUabus: 

I  ;iudi4  oiuhrared  withiu  the  Camp  Verde  Indian  leservation  at  tbe  date  of  theiieti- 
uuo  location  of  the  road  are  excepted  thereby  from  tbe  operation  of  the  j^rant,  ami 
'  o  xubMMiuent  release  of  said  lauds  from  such  reservation  will  not  inure  to  the  ben- 
V  t  (  \»t  tbe  ^rant. 

\our  t>rtlcc  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed,  and  Bean  will  be  per 
'iuU\Hl  to  make  entry  of  the  laud  if  otherwise  qualified. 


Enstrom  r.  Hart. 

On  nu>tion  for  review  the  departmental  decision  of  May  21,  1894, 18 

IV»   *Sti,  is  ivcalled  and  vacated  in  view  of  the  Supreme  Court 

^^  v        '    "*     *»ase  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Forsyth,  l"»i^ 

remanded  for  action  in  accordance  therewith.    See 
tary  Smith,  May  23, 1896. 
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CONTEST— kvidenc:k—ke.sii>enc'>:—appl.ication. 

Desmond  v,  Judd  et  al. 

Ill  i\  contest,  whereiu  the  truth  of  tiiial  jiruof  is  in  issue,  it  is  proper  and  necessary 
to  examine  said  proof,  and  compare  the  statements  therein  made  with  the  facta 
es»tablished  at  the  hearing. 

Att«5r  the  establishment  of  residence  in  good  faith,  temjiorary  absences  will  not  be 
held  to  show  abandonment,  but  in  such  case  t)ie  rhiimant  must  evince  by  his 
acts  an  honest  continuing  intention  to  maintain  a  permanent  residence,  and 
make  the  land  a  home  to  the  exclusion  of  one  elsewhere. 

The  case  of  Smith  r.  Malone,  18  L.  D.,  482,  cited  and  distinguished. 

Secretary  ^Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

23^  1890.  (W.  C.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  George  E.  Desmoud  r.  Beujamiu  F. 
fliidd  et  aLj  oil  ai>peal  by  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  Decem- 
ber 24,  1804,  dismissing  his  contest  against  Judd's  commuted  liome- 
stead  entry  for  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  19,  T.  40  N.,  K.  0  W.,  Ashland^ 
TV^isconsin,  land  district. 

Judd  made  homestead  entry  for  said  land  February  23,  1891,  and 
commuted  the  same  to  cash  entry,  the  certificate  bearing  date  of  July 
17,  1893,  final  proof  submitted  February  28,  1803. 

A  contest  between  these  parties  as  to  their  claims  to  this  land  was 
decided  in  Judd's  favor  by  your  office  on  May  10,  18^)2,  and  Desmond's 
appeal  therefrom  was  dismissed  by  this  Department  on  January  7, 
1893,  because  not  filed  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Rules  of 
Practice.  A  motion  for  review  of  this  action  was  denied  July  7, 1893 
(17  L.  D.,  QS). 

On  February  28, 1893,  Judd  submitted  final  proof  under  his  entry, 
which  was  held  to  await  the  determination  of  the  contest  then  pending 
between  the  parties.  On  July  17,  1803,  after  departmental  decision 
above  referred  to,  denying  the  motion  for  review,  but  before  official 
notice  thereof  had  been  sent  to  the  local  office,  Judd's  final  proof  was 
a]>proved,  he  made  payment  for  the  land,  and  final  cash  certificate  was 
issued  to  him. 

On  October  0,  1803,  Desmond  tiled  in  the  local  office  his  affidavit, 
alleging  that  on  the  day  set  for  submission  of  Judd's  final  proof  he 
appeared  at  the  local  office  and  filed  a  formal  jjrotest  and  also  an 
affidavit  of  contest,  asserting  that  J  udd 

was  seeking  to  obtain  title  to  said  land  through  fraud  and  misrepresentation  ;  that 
he  never  established  an  actual  residence  on  said  land ;  that  he  has  abandoned  the  same 
for  more  than  six  months  prior  to  the  date  of  making  iinal  proof,  and  that  during  all 
the  time  of  his  alleged  residence  on  his  homestead,  he  was  in  fact  a  resident  of  the 
city  of  Ashland,  Wisconsin,  where  he  was  engaged  in  business. 

He  further  stated  that  he  then  asked  for  a  hearing,  and  was  informed 
by  the  register  that  Judd's  i)roof  would  not  be  accepted,  and  that  a 
hearing  would  be  ordered,  but  that  he  has  just  learned  that  said  proof 
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]Sovember  9,  1891,  the  company  filed  indemnity  selection  list  in  the 
Helena  land  office  for  tbe  whole  of  said  section,  "which  was  rejected 
by  the  local  officers  for  the  reason  that  all  of  said  section  had  beeu 
reserv^ed  for  reservoir  puri)Oses  under  the  act  of  October  2,  1*8<S8."  Tbe 
company  appealed. 

February  23,  1895,  Ernest  F.  Bean  tiled  an  application  in  the  local 
office  for  a  hearing,  and  in  his  corroborative  affidavit  sets  forth  that  he 
settled  upon  the  land  in  the  spring  of  1877,  prior  to  the  survey  thereof: 
that  he  has  made  valuable  improvements  on  the  same  and  raised  crops 
for  five  years,  and  states  that  he  desires  to  procure  title  thereto  under 
the  settlement  laws. 

This  apjdication  was  forwarded  to  your  office  with  the  recommeuda 
tion  by  the  local  officers  that  the  same  be  granted,  and  your  office  by 
letter  of  May  9,  1895,  rejected  the  application  of  the  railroad  company 
to  make  selection  of  the  tract,  and  decided  that  no  he^iring  wa^^ 
necessary  in  the  case  and  that  Bean  would  be  ]>ermitt(*d  to  make  entry 
of  the  land.  From  that  decision  the  railroad  company  appealeil,  upon 
the  ground  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the  tract  was  not  subject  to 
selection  by  said  company,  because  the  same  was  selected  as  the  site 
for  an  irrigating  reservoir  and  withdrawn  from  entry  by  order  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

It  is  stated  in  your  said  office  decision  that  the  records  of  your  office 
show  that  all  of  this  section  was  selected  as  a  site  for  an  irrigating 
reservoir  and  withdrawn  by  the  Secretary's  order  from  entry  or  filing 
to  take  effect  July  19,  1889.  It  was  restored  to  the  public  domain 
November  13,  1891.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  at  the  time  the  company 
filed  its  application  to  select  this  tract  it  was  in  a  state  of  reservation, 
and  it  was  therefore  not  subject  to  selection  by  the  company.  It  is 
urged  that  this  was  but  a  temporary  reservation  and  that  it  should  not 
operate  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  company  when  the  tract  was  restored 
to  the  X)ublic  domain.  This  position  is,  in  my  judgment,  untenable. 
It  is  analogous,  1  think,  to  the  case  of  an  Indian  reservation.  It  was 
deci<led  in  Atlantic  and  Pacific  K.  K.  Go.  r.  Willard  (17  L.  1).,  554), 
syllabus : 

Lands  embraced  within  the  Camp  Verde  Indian  reservation  at  the  date  of  the  defi- 
nite location  of  the  road  are  excepted  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  mid 
the  Bubseiiaent  release  of  said  lauds  from  snch  reservation  will  not  inure  to  the  beu- 
etit  of  the  grant. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed,  and  Bean  will  be  per- 
mitted to  make  entry  of  the  land  if  otherwise  qualified. 


Enstrom  r.  Hart. 

On  motion  for  review  the  departmental  decision  of  May  21, 1894, 18 
L.  D.,  480,  is  recalled  and  vacated  in  view  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
decision  in  the  case  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Forsyth,  l)i> 
U.  S.,  46,  and  remanded  for  action  in  accordance  therewith.  See 
decision  of  Secretary  Smith,  May  23, 1896. 
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CONTEST— KVir>EXCE-KESIDENC1':—APPJL.ICATIOX. 

Desmond  v.  Judd  et  al. 

Ill  a  contest,  whereiu  the  truth  of  final  proof  is  in  Issne^  it  is  pToi>er  and  necessary 
to  examine  said  proof,  and  compare  the  statements  therein  made  with  the  facta 
established  at  the  hearing. 

After  the  establishment  of  residence  in  good  faith,  temporary  absences  will  not  be 
held  to  show  abandonment,  but  in  such  case  the  chiimant  must  evince  by  his 
acts  an  honest  continuing  intention  to  maintain  a  permanent  residence,  and 
make  the  land  a  home  to  the  exclusion  of  one  elsewhere. 

The  case  of  Smith  r.  Malone,  18  L.  D.,  482,  cited  and  distinguished. 

Secretary  ^mith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offiee^  May 

23^  189(i.  (W.  C.  P.) 

I  have  considere<l  the  case  of  George  E.  Desmoud  r.  Beujamiu  F. 
Judd  et  aLy  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  Decem- 
ber 24,  1894,  dismissing  his  contest  against  Judd's  commuted  liome- 
stead  entry  for  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  19,  T.  49  N.,  R.  9  W.,  Ashland^ 
Wisconsin,  land  district. 

Judd  made  homestead  entry  for  said  laud  February  23,  1891,  and 
commuted  the  same  to  cash  entry,  the  certificate  bearing  date  of  July 
17, 1893,  final  proof  submitted  February  28,  1893. 

A  contest  between  these  parties  as  to  their  claims  to  this  land  was 
decided  in  Judd's  favor  by  your  office  on  May  19,  18')2,  and  Desmond's 
appeal  therefrom  was  dismissed  by  this  Department  on  January  7, 
1893,  because  not  filed  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Rules  of 
Practice.  A  motion  for  review  of  this  action  was  denied  July  7,  1893 
(17  L.  D.,  68). 

On  February  28,  1893,  Judd  submitted  final  proof  under  his  entry, 
which  was  held  to  await  the  determination  of  tlie  contest  then  pending 
between  the  parties.  On  July  17,  1893,  after  departmental  decision 
above  referred  to,  denying  the  motion  for  review,  but  before  official 
notice  thereof  had  been  sent  to  the  local  office,  Judd's  final  proof  was 
approved,  he  made  payment  for  the  land,  and  final  cash  certificate  was 
issued  to  him. 

On  October  9,  1893,  Desniond  filed  in  the  local  office  his  affidavit, 
alleging  that  on  the  day  set  for  submission  of  Judd's  final  proof  he 
appeared  at  the  local  office  and  filed  a  formal  i^rotest  and  also  an 
affidavit  of  contest,  asserting  that  Judd 

was  seeking  to  obtain  title  to  said  land  through  fraud  and  misrepresentation  ;  that 
he  never  established  an  actual  residence  on  said  land ;  that  he  has  abandoned  the  same 
for  more  than  six  months  prior  to  the  date  of  making  final  proof,  and  that  during  all 
the  time  of  his  alleged  residence  on  his  homesteivd,  he  was  in  fact  a  resident  of  the 
city  of  Ashland,  Wisconsin,  where  he  was  engaged  in  business. 

He  further  stated  that  he  then  asked  for  a  hearing,  and  was  informed 
by  the  register  that  Judd's  proof  would  not  be  accepted,  and  that  a 
hearing  would  be  ordered,  but  that  he  has  just  learned  that  said  proof 
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had  been  accepted,  and  final  certificate  issued,  his  affidavit  having 
been  disregarded.  He  reasserted  the  truth  of  these  allegations  and 
asked  for  a  hearing.  With  this  last  affidavit,  three  others  were  filed 
corroborating  the  statements  made.  Upon  receipt  of  these  affidavits 
your  office  ordered  a  hearing. 

At  this  hearing  both  Judd  and  Desmond  were  represented  as  were 
also  certain  parties  claiming  title  to  said  land  by  virtue  of  a  deed  from 
Judd,  executed  October  11,  1893. 

The  local  officers  decided  that  the  entry  should  be  canceled,  but 
upon  appeal  this  decision  was  reversed  by  your  office,  and  the  entry 
held  intact. 

It  was  correctly  held  by  you  that  the  contention  of  Judd's  transfei'ees 
that  this  Department  ha«  no  jurisdiction  to  cancel  said  entry  after 
the  conveyance  to  them  as  innocent  purchasers  cannot  be  sustained. 
(Bender  v.  Shimer,  19  li.  D.,  363). 

The  local  officers  in  their  decision  refer  to  the  final  proof  and  point 
out  discrepancies  between  the  statments  there  made  and  those  made 
at  the  hearing  by  the  witnesses  for  the  defendant.  You  held  this  to 
be  wrong,  saying — "the  final  proof  aforesaid  should  not  have  been 
considered  by  j'ou,  and  will  not  be  considered  by  this  office;''  and 
citing  in  support  of  this  conclusion  Foltz  v.  Soliday  (13  L.  D.,  663).  In 
tliat  case  the  entryman  sought  to  have  the  statement  of  his  witnesses 
on  final  proof  considered  as  a  part  of  the  testimony  in  his  behalf  at  a 
hearing  on  a  protest.  This  was  denied.  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  the 
elementary  proposition  that  ex  parte  statements  cannot  be  considered 
as  testimony  in  a  contest  case. 

Where  the  record  contains  ex  parte  statements,  made  under  oath  by 
one  who  afterwards  appears  as  a  witness  in  a  contest  such  statements 
may  be  properly  considered  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  with  his  tes- 
timony to  determine  his  credibility  and  the  weight  to  be  given  that 
testimony.  In  this  case  the  truth  of  the  final  proof  was  attacked,  and 
to  determine  the  issue  presented  by  this  attack,  it  is  not  only  proper, 
but  absolutely  necessary  to  examine  that  proof  and  to  compare  the 
statements  made  therein  with  the  facts  established  bv  the  testimony 
submitted  at  the  hearing.  This  is  what  the  local  officers  did,  and  hence 
there  was  no  error  on  their  part  in  this  particular. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  is  conflicting,  and  many  points  are  left  in 
doubt  that  should  have  been  clearly  shown.  Judd  went  on  this  land 
in  August,  1890,  and  was  there  for  short  periods  at  longer  or  shorter 
intervals  from  that  time  until  the  date  of  his  final  proof,  February*  -8, 
1893.  He  erected  during  the  first  year  a  log  house,  stable  and  root 
house,  and  cleared  about  an  acre  of  the  land.  The  second  year  he  cleared 
some  additional  land.  This  is  the  extent  of  his  improvements,  and 
they  are  valued  at  from  8100  to  f  .lOO,  this  last  being  clearly  excessive, 
and  the  weight  of  the  evidence  makinir  said  improvements  worth  per- 
haps, $2(K).    It  was  shown  that  the  timber  he  removed  was  worth  about 
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as  mach  as  his  improvemeuts  were.  lu  tbe  season  of  1891  he  planted 
a  small  plat  of  groand  in  i>otatoe8  and  other  vegetables.  In  the  season 
of  1892  he  again  planted  a  small  plat  in  vegetables,  but  harvested  noth- 
ing. He  had  in  his  house  a  bed  and  bedding,  stove,  tables,  dishes  and 
cooking  utensils,  all  of  which  were  of  little  value,  but  are  described  as 
being  sufficient  for  the  housekeeping  of  an  unmarried  man.  During  a 
portion  of  the  time  he  had  a  milch  cow  on  the  place.  This  constitutes 
the  whole  showing  made  as  to  his  connection  with  this  land,  except  as 
to  the  point  of  the  time  of  his  actual  presence  there.  From  May,  1892, 
until  final  proof,  he  visited  the  place  three  or  four  times,  remaining  as 
many  days  each  time.  Great  stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact  that  Judd 
voted  in  the  fall  of  1892  in  the  election  precinct  in  which  said  land  is 
situated,  as  showing  it  to  be  his  place  of  actual  residence.  This  fact 
may  be  proi)erly  considered,  but  it  is  not  conclusive.  It  is  impossible 
to  detei'mine  how  much  time  Judd  was  actually  present  upon  the  land, 
but  it  is  clear  the  time  spent  there  subsequently  to  the  spring  of  1892 
was  in  the  nature  of  visits.  What  he  did  shows  only  a  studied  eiBfort 
to  do  only  what  he  considered  essential  to  making  a  showing  of  com- 
pliance with  the  requirements  of  law  rather  than  an  honest  intention 
of  maintaining  a  home  upon  the  land.  From  about  the  time  of  the 
decision  of  your  office  of  May  18,  1892,  in  the  former  case  in  his  favor, 
he  virtually  abandoned  the  place  as  a  residence.  He  did  not  make  any 
attempt  to  care  for  or  harvest  the  crops  he  claims  to  have  planted  that 
spring  and  his  visits  there  were  infrequent  and  of  short  durauon.  It 
is  true  that  after  a  residence  is  once  established  in  good  faith  by  a 
homestead  claimant,  temporary  absences  will  not  be  held  to  show  an 
abandonment,  but  his  acts  must  evince  an  honest  continuing  intention 
to  establish  and  maintain  a  permanent  residence,  to  make  the  land  a 
home  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others. 

Jiidd's  acts  do  not,  in  my  opinion,  come  up  to  this  standard.  The 
local  officers  had  the  witnesses  whose  testimony  is  material  before  tbem, 
and  were,  able  to  judge  of  the  weight  to  be  given  their  respective  state- 
ments, and  their  conclusion  as  to  the  question  of  fact  is  entitled  to  con- 
sideration. 

The  timber  on  this  tract  is  quite  valuable,  and  shortly  after  receipt 
of  final  certificate  Judd  sold  the  laud  to  parties  engaged  in  the  lumber 
trade  for  the  consideration  of  $7,500,  and  they  immediately  proceeded 
to  remove  the  timber.  This  furnishes  a  clue  to  Judd's  motives  in 
attempting  to  procure  title  to  this  land. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  record  in  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  Judd  did  not  in  good  faith  maintain  his  residence  on  this  laud  as 
required  by  the  homestead  law,  and  that  his  entry  should  be  canceled. 

A  decision  was  reached  in  this  case  on  March  IG,  1890,  directing  the 
cancellation  of  Judd's  entry  upon  the  grounds  that  the  i)reliminary 
affidavit  was  executed  prior  to  the  date  upon  which  the  land  became 
subject  to  entry,  such  ruling  being  based  ux>on  the  decision  in  the  case 
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of  Smith  V.  Malone  (18  L.  J).,  482).  Upou  further  examination,  I  have 
found  that  the  case  under  consideration  is  not  governed  by  the  one 
cited.  The  land  involved  here  lies  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  for 
the  Wisconsin  Central  Kailroad  and  forfeiture  thereof  was  declared  by 
tlie  act  of  September  29,  1890  (26  Stat.,  490).  Section  2  of  said  act 
provided  that  actual  settlers  uiion  the  land,  thus  forfeited,  at  the  date 
of  such  act,  should  be  entitled  to  a  preference  right  to  enter  the  same 
under  the  homestead  law  to  be  exercised  within  six  months,  and  that 
they  should  be  regarded  as  settlers  from  the  date  of  original  settlement 
or  occupation.  This  is  a  condition  materially  different  from  that  of  the 
lands  involved  in  the  case  of  Smith  r.  Malone,  where  a  prohibition 
existed  against  the  attempt  to  acquire  any  right  or  claim  prior  to  their 
formal  opening  to  settlement.  Said  decision  in  Smith  r.  Malone  has  no 
application  to  this  land,  and  the  decision  of  March  16,  1896,  is  hereby 
recalled,  revoked  and  set  aside. 
The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Ooberly. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  de<5ision  of  March  6, 1896, 22  L.  D., 
264,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith  May  23,  1891;. 


RAIL.ROAI)  GRAXT—T^ANIW  KX('KPTKI>— EVrDEXCE. 

Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Moore. 

The  right  of  a  railroad  compaDy  to  a  Hpecilic  tract  of  land  should  not  be  determined 
by  an  adverse  ex  parte  showing,  and  the  testimony  taken  in  another  and  inde- 
pendent case  involving  a  different  tract  of  land. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commvfsioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(W.  A.  L.)  ^5,  1S96.  (W.  A.  E.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  [Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
t?.  Thomas  Moore,  involving  the  W.  J  of  the  XE.  J  of  Sec.  15,  T.  13  X., 
R.  18  E.,  North  Yakima,  Washington,  land  district,  on  appeal  by  the 
former  from  your  office  decision  of  March  21, 1895,  holding  said  tract 
to  have  been  excepted  from  the  grant  to  said  company. 

This  tract  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  said  company 
upon  its  branch  line,  as  shown  by  the  map  of  definite  location  filed 
May  24,  1884,  and  was  also  embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  with- 
drawal upon  the  map  of  amended  general  roate  of  said  line,  the  map 
showing  which  was  filed  June  11,  1879. 

September  22,  1886,  Thomas  Moore  made  timber  cnltnre  entry  for 
said  tract,  and  on  October  13, 1894,  final  certificate  was  issued. 
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By  K-tter  of  December  22, 1894,  your  office  directed  the  register  and 
receiver  tx)  call  upou  Moore  to  sliow  cause  why  liis  entry  should  not  be 
canceled  for  conflict  with  the  railroad  grant. 

In  response  to  said  rule  to  show  cause,  the  entrymaii  filed  several 
affidavits  tending  to  show  that  about  Maich  4, 1878,  one  Owen  Munson 
filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  W.  J  of  the  NE.  J  (the 
tract  in  controversy)  and  the  N.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  said  section  15;  that 
Muns<iu  afterwards  sold  his  improvements  on  the  land  to  one  X.  C. 
Walters,  who,  in  turn,  sold  them  to  George  C.  Thomas  in  1881,  that 
Thomas  immediately  took  possession  of  the  land  and  tendered  his  tin^- 
ber  application  for  it,  which  was  lefused  by  the  local  officers  on  the 
ground  that  this  was  railroad  land;  that  at  the  time  Thomas  tendered 
said  timber  culture  application  he  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment for  an  adjoining  tract  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  on  which 
be  lived;  that  on  May  24, 1884,  the  time  of  filing  map  of  definite  loca- 
tion, he  was  occupying  and  cultivating  this  land  in  connection  with  his 
pre-emption  claim;  that  Thomas  was  on  May  24, 1884,  qualified  to  enter 
said  land  under  the  homestead  law;  that  he  afterwards  sold  the  W.  J 
of  the  NE.  4  of  said  section  to  Thomas  Moore,  the  present  entryman; 
and  the  N.  J  of  the  NW.  J  to  George  F.  Bullock,  who,  in  turn,  sold  the 
last-named  eighty  acres  to  John  0.  McCrimmon;  that  in  the  case  of 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  John  C.  McCrimmon,  decided 
by  the  Department  on  May  13, 1893  (L.  and  R.  266,  p.  456;  see  also  12 
L.  D.,  554),  it  was  held  that  the  tract  claimed  by  McCrimmon  was 
excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  withdrawal  on  general  route,  and  that 
tlie  occupancy  of  Thomas,  existing  at  date  ot  definite  locatiou,  excepted 
said  tract  from  the  operation  of  the  grant;  that  the  decision  in  the 
IMcCrimmon  case  is  conclusive  of  the  issues  involved  in  the  present 
case;  that  the  railroad  company  has  no  right  to  the  W.  ^  of  the  NE.  J 
of  said  section;  and  that  Moore's  entry  should  be  passed  to  patent. 

March  21,  1895,  your  office  rejected  the  railroad  company's  claim, 
and  held  Moore's  entry  intact. 

From  this  action  the  company  has  appealed. 

It  is  urged  on  behalf  of  the  company  that  your  office  erred  in  basing 
a  decision  solely  upon  exparte  affidavits  and  testimony  taken  in  another 
and  independent  case,  without  giving  the  company  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  in  the  present  case. 

This  point  seems  to  me  to  be  well  taken.  No  hearing  has  ever  been 
ordered  in  this  case;  the  exparte  affidavits  filed  by  Moore  certainly  can 
not  be  considered  as  evidence ;  and  the  McCrimmon  case  was  an  entirely 
independent  matter.  Not  only  are  the  parties  different  in  the  two  cases, 
but  the  tracts  are  different.  McCrimmon  was  an  applicant  for  the  N.  i 
of  the  NW.  J  of  said  section  15,  and  it  only  appeared  incidentally  in 
the  trial  of  the  former  case  that  the  W.  ^  of  the  NE.  ^  of  the  section 
(the  land  here  involved)  was  also  occupied  by  Thomas  at  the  date  of 
definite  location. 
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You  will,  therefore,  instruct  the  register  and  receiver  to  order  a  hear 
ing  upon  the  questions  here  involved,  and  give  due  notice  thereof  to 
both  parties.    The  case  will  then  be  re-adjudicated  in  accordance  with 
the  law  and  the  evidence. 

Your  office  decision  is  so  modified. 


Davison  r.  Alton  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  March  27,  1896,  22  L. 
D.,  398,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  May  23,  1896. 


MINING  CL^UM-ABVERSE  INTEREST— PROTEST-NOTICE. 
GOWDY  ET  AT.  V.  KiSMET  GOLD  MINING  Co. 

An  allegation  by  a  protestant  against  a  mineral  application  that  the  location,  on 
which  said  application  rests,  is  void,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  made  on  land 
covered  by  the  prior  location  of  the  protestant,  presents  an  issue  that  must  1>e 
determined  by  adverse  judicial  proceedings ;  and,  on  the  failure  of  the  protestant 
to  so  protect  his  interest,  the  Department  can  afi'ord  him  no  relief,  if  there  has 
been  substantial  compliance  with  the  law,  in  the  matter  of  notice,  on  the  part 
of  the  applicant. 

The  shaft  honse  on  a  lode  claim  is  a  proper  place  for  posting  a  notice  of  application 
for  mineral  patent. 

The  notice  of  a  mineral  application,  as  posted  and  published,  in  addition  to  other 
details,  should  state  the  names  of  the  nearest  or  adjacent  claims,  and  where  the 
record  of  the  claim  may  be  found. 

Secretary  Sviith  to  the  Coinniissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(W.  A.  L.)  X^5f,  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  record  shows  that  on  August  :il,  1893,  C.  H.  Barnes  ct  al.  made 
application  for  patent  for  the  Kismet  lode  mining  claim,  survey  No. 
8668,  Pueblo,  Colorado,  land  district.  During  the  period  of  publication 
the  protest  and  adverse  claim  of  the  Big  Chief  were  tiled,  and  suit 
instituted  in  supimrt  thereof.  After  the  period  of  publication  had 
expired,  and  on  February  7, 1894,  W.  H.  Gowdy  et  al.  filed  a  protest 
against  the  entry,  alleging  ownership  of  the  Chicago  Girl  lixle,  and 
that  it  conflicts  with  the  Kismet;  that  the  notice  of  application  for 
patent  was  not  i>osted  in  a  conspicuous  place  on  the  claim,  and  that  the 
published  notice  did  not  contain  the  names  of  adjoining  claims.  No 
action  seems  to  have  been  taken  by  the  local  officers  on  this  protest 

The  Kismet  Gold  Mining  Company,  in  whom  the  title  had  meantime 
vested,  on  July  14,  1894,  relinquished  and  abandoned  a  part  of  the 
Kismet  claim.  The  suit  brought  in  support  of  the  adverse  of  the  Big 
Chief  was  dismissed  July  30, 1894. 

August  1, 1894,  Gowdy  et  al.  filed  another  protest,  substantially  the 
same  as  the  first.  A  motion  was  made  August  10,  to  dismiss  the  pro- 
test on  the  groond  that  the  allegations  were  insufficient  on  which  to 
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order  a  hearing.  This  motion  mast  have  been  sustained,  for  the  reason 
that  on  the  application  to  purchase^  filed  October  4, 1894,  mineral  entry 
No.  492  was  on  that  day  made  of  the  Kismet,  and  subsequently  th& 
protestants  appealed. 

Tour  office,  by  letter  of  March  9, 1895,  dismissed  the  appeal,  because 
the  same  had  not  been  properly  served  on  the  applicant.  Additional 
protests,  filed  by  the  same  parties,  making  substantiaUy  the  same 
charges,  were  also  dismissed  by  said  letter,  and  by  letter  of  May  6^ 
1895,  motion  for  review  of  former  decision  was  denied. 

Subsequently,  attorneys  for  the  protestants  filed  *^  a  paper  which  is  at 
once  a  motion  for  review  of  said  office  decision  of  May  6, 1895,  a  supple^ 
mental  protest  under  oath,  and  an  argument  in  support  of  protestants' 
contention."  This  was  overruled,  by  letter  of  May  27, 1896,  whereupon 
the  protestants  prosecute  this  appeal,  assigning  numerous  grounds  of 
error,  which  maybe  reduced  to  the  following:  (1)  that  the  Chicago  Girl 
being  the  prior  location,  that  of  the  Kismet  covering  substantially  the 
same  territory  was  void ;  (2)  that  the  Kismet  application  for  patent  was 
not  posted  in  a  conspicuous  place  on  the  claim,  and  (3)  that  the  publi- 
cation notice  was  insufficient,  in  that  it  did  not  state  where  the  record 
of  the  Kismet  could  be  found,  or  give  the  number  of  feet  claimed  in  each 
direction  from  the  point  of  discovery,  or  the  names  of  adjoining  claim- 
ants on  the  same  or  other  lodes,  or  the  names  of  the  nearest  claims. 

It  is  not  charged  by  the  protestants  that  they  did  not  have  notice  of 
the  application  for  patent.  All  they  claim  is  that  some  of  tlie  claim- 
ants of  the  Kismet  assured  some  of  them  '^  that  they  were  not  claiming 
and  would  not  claim  any  portion  of  the  ground  in  conflict,"  and  relying 
upon  this  verbal  promise  they  did  not  protect  their  interest  by  adverse 
proceedings.  If  it  be  granted  that  such  assurances  were  made,  this 
would  not  excuse  the  protestants  from  taking  the  course  prescribed  by 
statute  for  their  own  protection. 

In  the  absence  of  any  showing  to  the  contrary,  when  publication  and 
I>osting  have  been  made,  the  Department  must  assume  that  all  adverse 
claimants  had  notice  thereof,  and  if  they  fail  to  protect  their  interests, 
the  Departments  cannot  relieve  them,  when  there  has  been  a  substan- 
tial compliance  with  the  law  as  to  the  notices. 

The  statute  provides : 

If  no  adverse  claim  shall  have  been  filed  with  the  register  and  the  receiver  of  the 
proper  iand-ofBce  at  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days  of  publication,  it  shall  be 
assamed  that  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  a  patent,  npon  the  payment  to  the  proper 
officer  of  five  dollars  per  acre,  and  that  no  adverse  claim  exists ;  and  thereafter  no 
objertidn  from  third  parties  to  the  issuance  of  a  patent  shall  be  heard,  except  it  bci 
shown  that  the  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  this  chapter. 

In  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Dubois  (21  Fed.  Rep.,  693),  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer,  commenting  on  this  particular  portion  of  the  statute,  says: 

''It  shaU  be  assumed  that  no  adverse  claim  exists.''     By  whom  assumed,  for  what 
purpose^  and  to  what  extent  f    By  the  government,  the  owner  of  the  land,  the  party 
offering  it  for  sale;  in  order  that  the  claims  of  all  other  parties  to  the  land  and  the 
10332— VOL  22 40 
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iMnefit  of  the  owner's  offer  be  pr^ented  and  determined,  and  that  thereafter  the  gov- 
emment  n]a3*  deal  with  the  applicant  alone,  inqairing  simply  whether  be  bas  per- 
formed the  prescribed  conditions ;  and  conclusively  assumed.  The  proceedings  before 
the  land  department  are  judicial,  or  qnaH  j  udicial,  at  least.  The  publication  is  proc- 
«B8.  It  brings  all  adverse  claimants  into  court,  and,  failing  to  assert  their  claims, 
they  stand,  at  the  expiration  of  the  notice,  in  default.  .  .  . 

But  it  is  said  by  counsel  that,  under  the  la^it  claase  of  the  statute  quoted,  any  per- 
son may  object  that  the  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  chap- 
ter; and  why  should  they  not  have  the  name  privilege  as  strangers?  Have  they 
forfeited  this  right  by  failing  to  adverse?  It  becomes  necessary  to  see  what  rights 
this  last  clause  gives.  I  think  all  that  it  covers  is  the  right  to  anybody  to  come  in 
and  enter  his  protest  or  objection ;  in  other  words,  to  say  to  the  officers  of  the  gov- 
ernmeut  that  the  applicant  has  not  complied  with  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and  to 
insist  that  there  shjiU  be  an  examination  by  such  officers  to  see  if  the  terms  have  in 
fact  been  complied  with.  He  does  not  appear  as  a  party  asserting  his  own  rights; 
but  if  we  may,  so  to  speak,  parallel  these  proceedings  with  those  in  a  conrt,  such  an 
objector  appears  as  an  amicus  curicBj — a  friend  of  the  court, — to  suggest  that  there 
has  been  error,  and  that  the  proceedings  be  stayed  until  further  examination  can 
bv  had. 

The  question,  therefore,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  location  of  the  Kis- 
met was  void  is  one  that  cannot  now  be  considered  by  the  Department. 
It  is  a  question  that  is  exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local 
courts  to  be  tried  under  the  adverse  proceedings  provided  for  by  sec- 
tion 2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  that  forms 
the  very  foundation  of  the  possessory  title  to  the  land,  and  must  neces- 
sarily be  determined  in  the  manner  provided  by  statute. 

The  only  matter  that  the  Department  can  determine  in  this  proceed- 
ing is  as  to  whether  the  notice  was  posted  on  the  claim  as  required  by 
law  and  the  rules,  and  whether  the  publication  notice  is  in  conformity 
therewith.  And  this  is  solely  a  matter  between  the  government  and 
the  entryman. 

The  protest  is  only  to  the  officers  of  the  government,  chaUenges  only  the  appli- 
cants' claims,  and  in  no  manner  brings  up  for  consideration  any  claims  of  the  pio- 
testant.     (Wright  r.  Dubois,  aupra,) 

It  is  admitted  by  the  protestants  that  the  notice  of  application  tor 
patent  was  posted  on  the  shaft  house  of  the  Kismet  lode.  The  charge 
is  that  it  was  not  on  the  most  conspicuous  side  of  the  shaft  house,  that 
it  was  on  the  west  side,  and  it  could  have  been  more  easily  seen  if  it 
had  been  on  some  other.  There  is  no  merit  in  this  chjkrge.  The  shaft 
house  is  certainly  the  most  conspicuous  object  on  a  mining  claim, 
especially  where,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  there  were  no  other  improve- 
ments. Aside  from  this,  it  is  shown  by  the  affidavit  of  the  deputy- 
surveyor,  who  assisted  in  posting  it,  that  it  was  placed  where  it  was 
plainly  in  view  of  every  one  approaching  the  claim,  and  it  was  put  on 
the  west  side  because  there  would  be  no  obstruction  on  the  building  to 
hide  it  on  that  side,  whereas  if  it  had  been  placed  on  the  front,  the  doors, 
when  opened,  would  have  obscured  it.  The  distinction  between  this 
•case  and  that  of  Ferguson  et  al.  v.  Hanson  et  ah  (21  L.  D.,  336),  on  this 
particular  point,  is :  in  that  case  it  was  found  as  a  matter  of  fact  that 
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there  had  been  ^^a  studied  effort  on  the  part  of  the  applicant's  to  avoid 
a  compliance  with  the  law  in  posting  the  notices  in  a  conspicuous  place 
on  the  land," 

Paragraph  29  of  the  Mining  Circular,  approved  December  10, 1891, 
reads: 

The  claimant  is  then  required  to  post  a  copy  of  the  plat  of  such  survey  in  a  oon- 
spicuoufi  place  upon  the  claim,  together  with  notice  of  his  intention  to  apply  for  a 
patent  therefor,  which  notice  will  give  the  tlate  of  posting,  the  name  of  the  claimant, 
the  name  of  the  claim,  mine,  or  lode;  the  mining  district  and  county;  whether  the 
location  is  of  record,  and,  if  so,  where  the  record  may  he  found;  the  numher  of 
feet  claimed  along  the  vein  and  the  presumed  direction  thereof;  the  numher  of  feet 
claimed  on  the  lode  in  each  direction  from  the  point  of  discovery,  or  other  well- 
defined  place  on  the  claim;  the  name  or  names  of  adjoining  claimants  on  the  same 
or  other  lodes;  or,  if  none  adjoin,  the  names  of  the  nearest  claims,  etc. 

Then  follows  paragraphs  in  regard  to  posting,  etc.,  and  in  relation  to 
the  publication  of  notice.    Then  this : 

35.  The  notices  so  published  and  posted  must  be  as  full  and  complete  as  possible, 
and  embrace  all  the  data  given  in  the  notice  posted  upon  the  claim. 

36.  Too  much  care  can  not  be  exercised  in  the  preparation  of  these  notices,  inas- 
much as  upon  their  accuracy  And  completeness  will  depend,  in  a  great  measure,  the 
ret^ularity  and  validity  of  the  whole  proceeding. 

The  law  and  the  regulations  thereunder  in  regard  to  giving  notice  of 
application  for  patent  of  mining  claims  is  much  more  elaborate  than  in 
any  other  class  of  the  public  lands;  and  the  reasons  for  this  can  be 
readily  understood  when  it  is  remembered  that  mining  claims  are  very 
often  located  in  regions  remote  from  settlements,  where  but  few  people 
are  to  be  found  at  any  time,  and,  perhaps,  none  reside  permanently 
until  the  claims  are  developed,  their  value  established,  and  by  reason 
thereof  the  locality  becomes  populated  with  those  seeking  the  riches  of 
nature,  or  to  engage  in  trade  and  traffic,  mechanics  and  miners,  aU 
brought  together  simply  by  reason  of  the  mines.  It  is  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge  that  the  precious  metals  are  invariably  found  in 
the  mountain  regions,  where  the  rigors  of  the  climate  and  the  general 
environment  are  such  that  until  there  becomes  a  settled  population, 
with  means  for  comfortable  living  and  transportation,  x>ersons  do  not 
remain  any  longer  than  it  is  necessary.  In  such  sparsely  settled 
**•  mining  camps,^  as  well  as  in  the  older  and  more  densely  populated 
districts,  applications  for  patent  for  mining  claims  are  made,  and  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  law  and  rules  that  every  means  known,  and  by 
every  device  that  could  be  suggested,  full  and  adequate  notice  should 
be  given  to  the  world  of  the  application,  and  that  those  seeing  the 
notices,  whether  posted  or  published,  might  from  the  contents  thereof 
locate  the  claim.  Hence  all  these  details  required  by  the  paragraph 
quoted.  The  names  of  adjoining  or  of  the  nearest  claims  might  enable 
a  party  interested  to  identify  the  claim  applied  for,  when  by  nothing 
else  in  the  notice  he  could  do  so.  The  notice  should  state  where  the 
record  of  the  claim  can  be  found,  for  the  reason  that  the  location  may 
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be  recorded  in  the  records  of  the  mining  district,  if  there  be  one,  or  in 
the  recorder's  office  of  the  county  where  the  claim  is  sitaated. 

The  published  notice  in  this  case  does  not  comply  with  either  of 
these  requirements.  The  only  information  this  notice  would  convey 
to  the  mind  of  any  person  watching  for  patent  applications  is  that  the 
Kismet  is  situated  ^4n  Cripple  Creek  mining  district,  county  of  El 
Paso,  State  of  Colorado,"  and  that  comer  No*  1  bears  a  certain  course 
and  distance  from  a  given  quarter-section  corner.  It  is  quite  evident, 
therefore,  that  this  notice  is  not  in  strict  conformity  with  the  rules,  aud 
it  is  doubtful  if  any  persons  interested  in  mining  property  in  the  local- 
ity of  the  Kismet,  if  they  had  seen  this  notice,  but  were  not  familiar 
with  the  name  of  the  claim,  would  have  had  sufficient  notice  to  put 
them  on  inquiry. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  there  is  no  limit  to  the  time  that  a 
mining  claim  must  be  located  before  application  for  patent  may  be 
made.  It  may  be  located  on  one  day  and  official  survey  applied  for  the 
next.  For  instance,  in  the  case  at  bar  the  Kismet  was  located  May  23, 
1893;  the  official  survey  was  completed  June  19,  and  application  for 
patent  was.  made  August  21,  following,  and  on  the  last  date  there  had 
not  been  $500  worth  of  work  done  or  improvements  placed  on  the 
claim,  according  to  the  return  of  the  deputy-surveyor.  Ifow,  the  min- 
ing law  does  not  require  the  locators  of  a  claim  to  remain  in  the  actual 
physical  possession  of  it  all  the  time,  as  does  the  homestead  law,  for 
instance;  tbey  are  only  required  to  do  work  annually,  to  the  amount  of 
$100.  So  it  is  not  at  all  improbable  that  the  owners  of  conflicting 
claims  might  have  no  knowledge  of  the  location  of  the  Kismet,  and 
simply  calling  it  by  that  name  in  the  notices  posted  and  published, 
without  giving  the  names  of  adjoining  claims,  or  of  those  nearest  it, 
would  not  convey  to  any  one  any  accurate  idea  of  its  locus. 

It  is  true  that  the  deputy- surveyor  did  not  note  adjoining  claims  or 
those  nearest  it.  But  this  was  a  plain  neglect  of  his  duty,  if  tbere 
were  claims  in  the  vicinity,  and  if  there  were  none,  that  fact  should 
have  been  stated.  This  is  a  matter  that  the  applicant  also,  if  he  is 
acting  in  good  faith,  should  give  his  attention  to  and  see  that  ac^oining 
claims  are  included  in  the  notices.  It  would  seem  as  if  it  were  prima- 
rily his  duty  to  give  this  information,  as  his  knowledge  in  regard  thereto 
would  necessarily  be  superior  to  that  of  the  surveyor,  especially  if  the 
latter  was  not  familiar  with  that  particular  locality. 
^  I  am  strongly  impressed  with  the  belief  that  the  notices  published 
and  posted  in  this  case  are  not  in  substantial  compliance  with  the  roles, 
and  that  there  should,  therefore,  be  new  publication  and  posting,  in 
making  which  the  rules  should  be  strictly  followed. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  entry  will  be 
suspended  pending  republication  and  posting. 
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practice-protest-corroboration. 
State  of  Montana  v,  Bayliss. 

A  protest  filed  by  a  State  against  the  allowance  of  an  entry  should  be  corroborated, 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  Rule  3  of  Practice. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  May 

23, 1896.  (R.  F.  H.) 

The  State  of  Montana  by  its  Attorney  General  appeals  from  your 
office  decision  of  Ax)ril  18, 1895,  dismissing  the  protest  of  the  State 
against  the  mineral  entry  ^o.  3091  of  Rawlinson  T.  Bayliss  for  Prospect 
Lode,  sitaate  in  part  on  section  36,  T.  12  N.,  R.  6  W.,  Helena  land  dis- 
trict, Montana,  upon  the  ground  that  the  protest  was  not  corroborated 
as  required  by  rule  3  of  practice. 

While  a  protest  which  attacks  the  record  should  be  sworn  to  (See 
Instructions  of  Commissioner  McFarland,  of  January  31, 1883, 1  L.  D., 
S&),  yet  the  absence  of  verification  is  not  fatal,  (See  Baker  v,  Briggs,  16 
L.  D.,  41),  it  being  within  the  discretionary  power  of  the  Commi^ioner 
to  order  a  hearing  on  an  informal  protest,  if  it  bears  upon  the  validity 
of  the  entry.  (See  Blakely  v.  Kaiser,  12  L.  D.,  202).  So  also  it  is  not 
error  to  dismiss  a  protest,  which  fails  to  satisfactorily  show  the  invalid- 
ity of  the  entry,  or  if  not  corroborated  or  verified.  (See  case  of  Hopely 
V.  McNeill,  17  L.  D.,  108). 

I  am  aware  of  no  statute  or  rule,  and  none  is  cited  by  appellant, 
which  excepts  a  State  from  the  operation  of  the  general  rule  of  prac- 
tice, in  the  matter  of  protests;  and  it  is  contrary  to  good  practice  and 
the  just  rights  of  claimants  to  permit  the  record  of  their  entries  to  be 
attacked  by  the  unsworn  statement  of  any  party,  whether  a  private 
individual,  a  private  corporation,  or  a  State. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  assignments  of  error  are  not  well  taken,  and 
the  decision  appealed  form,  as  modified  by  your  office  decision  of  July 
17,  1895,  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


Gardner  et  al.  v.  Welstead  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  Februaryl7, 1896,  22 
L.  D.,  194,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  May  23,  1896. 


MIXING  CLAIM— ADVERSE  PROCEEDINGS— STAY  OF  ACTION. 

Little  Giant  Lode. 

Where  a  mineral  applicant  institutes  adverse  judicial  proceedings  against  a  subse- 
qnent  applicant,  whose  claim  in  part  inyolves  the  same  land,  there  should  be  a 
stay  of  action  until  final  disposition  of  the  suit  at  law. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Getter  al  Land  Office,  May 

33,  1896.  (A.  E.) 

This  is  an  appeal  from  your  oflBce  decision  of  May  2,  1895,  holding 
that  the  order  suspending  action  on  the  mineral  entry  No.  285,  made 
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December  31, 1889,  by  Harvey  YouBg  et  aZ.,  for  the  Little  Giant  lode 
claim,  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado,  could  not  be  revoked  and  action 
taken  while  a  suit  in  court  was  pending. 

It  appears  from  the  papers  in  the  case  that  action  on  said  application 
was  suspended  October  24, 1890,  until  evidence  was  furnished  showing 
the  determination  of  a  suit  at  law  brought  by  the  claimants  against 
another  and  subsequent  claim,  known  as  the  Teaser  lode  claim,  and 
involving  part  of  the  same  land.  At  the  time  of  the  suspension  this 
suit  was  pending  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  suspension  should  be  revoked  and 
the  entry  approved  for  patent.  To  sustain  this,  it  refers  to  the  fact 
that  the  suit  in  court  was  not  brought  against  the  Little  Giant 
Lode,  but  by  it  against  the  Teaser  Lode,  and  that  therefore  the  case  is 
not  governed  by  section  2326  of  the  Bevised  Statutes;  that  section 
2326  only  applies  to  cases  where  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  against  the 
original  applicant,  and  that  in  tins  case  no  such  claim  was  ever  filed 
or  suit  brought  by  the  Teaser  Lode  against  the  Little  Giant  Lode. 

This  is  a  peculiar  case,  and  while  the  facts  may.  not  bring  it  within 
the  letter  of  section  2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  such  facts  as  the 
record  shows  would  appear  to  warrant  your  office  in  suspending  action 
until  evidence  is  furnished  showing  that  the  suit  at  law  has  been 
disposed  of. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 


MclNNES  V.  COTTEB  ET  AL. 

Petition  for  rereview  of  departmental  action  herein,  denied  May  23, 
1896.    See  21  L.  D.,  97,  303. 


APPLICATION  TO  ENTER— RULE  e6-R£CORI>. 

Sheldon  r.  Roach  et  al. 

The  failure  of  an  applicant  for  a  tract  of  land  to  appeal  f^om  adTerse  action  of  the 
local  office  will  not  be  held  to  prejudice  Lis  rights,  where  such  action  is  not 
endorsed  on  the  application,  and  the  applicant  notified  of  his  right  of  appeal. 

Parol  evidence  may  be  accepted  to  show  facts  which  should  have  appeared  of  record, 
and  would  have  so  appeared  but  for  the  omissions  of  the  local  office. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 
(W.  A.  L.)  23 J 1896.  (B.  B.,  Jr.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  case  is  the  SW.  \  of  Sec.  18,  T.  1  S.,  R.  6 
W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  California,  land  district.  The  parties  are 
Daniel  F.  Sheldon  r.  Isaac  N.  Eoach  and  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company.  The  land  was  formerly  entered  as  a  homestead  by  one  Bar- 
net  G.  Cezar,  but  the  entry  was  canceled  under  the  decision  of  the 
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Department  of  January  23, 1892,  in  the  case  of  Stevens  v.  Gezar,  unre* 
}>orted.  Applications,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  local  office,  were 
presented  by  the  said  parties  as  follows : 

Isaac  N.  Roach,  February  29, 1892,  to  enter  the  N.  i  of  the  SW.  J 
and  the  SW.  ^  of  the  SW.  |  of  said  section  as  a  honiestead; 

The  Sonthern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  March  7, 1892,  to  select  the 
SE.  i  of  the  SW.  i  of  said  section  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874  (18 
Stat.,  194),  in  lieu  of  the  SW.  J  of  the  NB.  i  of  Sec.  33,  T.  2  S.,  R.  6 
W.,  S.  B.  M.,  relinquished;  and 

Daniel  F.  Sheldon,  March  30, 1892,  to  enter  said  SW.  |  of  Sec.  18  as 
a  homestead. 

These  applications  were  each  formally  rejected  by  the  local  office  on 
the  same  ground,  to- wit,  that  the  entry  of  Cezar  still  remained  intact 
of  record,  the  time  within  which  he  might  apply  for  review  of  the  said 
departmental  decision  not  having  expired.  Each  of  said  applicants 
duly  appealed.  The  Department  subsequently  denied  Cezar's  motion 
for  review  of  its  decision  above  mentioned.  Stevens  never  sought  to 
exercise  his  preference  right  of  entry  thereunder. 

In  view  of  the  affidavit  filed  by  said  Sheldon  August  25, 1892,  and 
in  due  course  of  proceedings  before  your  office,  not  necessary  to  recite 
here,  a  hearing  was  held  February  16,  to  March  1, 1893,  and  upon  the 
evidence  adduced  the  local  office  decided  the  question  of  priority  of 
right  to  the  land  in  favor  of  Sheldon,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  the 
first  applicant  therefor.  This  decision  was  reversed  by  your  office 
decision  of  April  2,  1895,  wherein  it  was  held  that  as  to  Roach  and 
Sheldon  the  evidence  did  not  show  settlement  and  residence  in  good 
faith  by  either  of  them  prior  to  filing  their  respective  applications,  that 
the  question  of  priority  between  all  the  parties  must  be  determined 
by  priority  of  application  alone,  and  that  the  several  applications  were 
entitled  to  consideration  in  the  order  shown  by  the  records  of  the  local 
office,  thus  preferring  the  applications  of  Roach  and  the  Railroad  Com- 
pany to  that  of  Sheldon.  From  this  decision  Sheldon  duly  brings  his 
appeal,  his  contention  being  that  he  was  the  first  applicant  for  the  land. 

In  his  affidavit  above  mentioned  Sheldon  alleges  that  on  February 
8th,  and  again  on  February  23, 1892,  he  presented  an  application  to 
enter  the  tract  in  controversy,  which  application  the  register  declined 
to  receive,  in  the  first  instance  on  the  ground  that  it  was  premature, 
inasmuch  as  he  had  received  no  official  notice  of  the  cancellation  of 
Cezar's  entry,  and  in  the  second  on  substantially  the  same  ground  as 
was  given  for  the  subsequent  formal  rejections  of  the  several  ai)plica- 
tions  of  the  parties. 

At  the  hearing  Sheldon  testified  that  he  made  a  personal  examina- 
tion of  the  land  on  February  7, 1892,  aud  on  the  following  day,  and 
again  on  the  23rd  of  the  same  month,  personally  presented  his  home- 
stead application  to  the  register  at  the  land  office,  with  the  result 
stated  in  his  said  affidavit.    Deponent  Ewing,  a  farmer  living  near  the 
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land,  corroborates  Sheldon  as  to  his  visiting  the  land  February  7th. 
"So  notation  of  Sheldon's  offered  application  and  its  rejection  appears 
to  have  been  made  on  the  office  records,  nor  any  endorsement  to  that 
effect  upon  the  application  itself,  as  should  have  been  done  in  sach 
case.    In  their  decision  dated  March  18, 1893,  the  local  officers  state: 

The  tender  of  Sheldon^s  application  on  a  date  prior  to  that  of  Roach  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  recoUection  of  the  register  of  this  office.  His  recollection  in  this 
regard  is  clear  and  distinct  and  is  that  Sheldon  applied  to  Ale  upon  the  land  a  very 
considerable  time  before  Roach's  application  was  offered.  At  the  time  Sheldon  so 
applied  to  file,  no  official  information  had  reached  this  office  of  the  decision  of  the 
Ron.  Secretary  in  the  case  of  Stevens  v.  Cezar,  and,  the  land  not  being  open  to 
entry,  Sheldon  was  informed  by  the  register  that  his  application  was  premature. 

Tour  said  office  decision  admits  that  Sheldon  did  present  an  applica- 
tion to  enter  the  land  prior  to  that  of  Beach,  bat  proposes  to  deprive 
him  of  any  benefit  thereander  on  the  groand  that  he  acquiesced  in  the 
refnsal  of  the  register  to  entertain  his  application  and  thereby  "  lost 
whatsoever  right  he  might  have  otherwise  acquired  by  the  presentation 
of  this  application."  I  do  not  concur  in  this  premise  nor  conclusioD. 
Sheldon's  failure  to  appeal  from  such  refusal,  which  is  the  only  founda- 
tion for  the  premise,  was  not,  under  the  circumstances,  an  acquiescence 
in  the  denial  of  his  right.  He  had  no  attorney  at  that  time  nor  until 
in  August  following.  He  was  entitled  to  presume  that  in  such  a  mat- 
ter the  register  knew  what  was  the  proper  course,  would  act  in  good 
faith,  and  would  not  give  him  erroneous  information  or  instruction. 
His  subsequent  inquiries  at  the  local  office  concerning  the  status  of  the 
land,  his  subsequent  attempts  to  file  an  application  therefor,  and  his 
actual  presence  in  a  tent  thereon  from  about  March  28th  to  April  4, 
1892,  all  go  to  show  a  steady  intention  to  homestead  the  tract. 

The  cancellation  of  Gezar's  entry  released  the  land  at  once  fix>m 
appropriation  (McDonald  et  aL  v,  Hartman  et  al^  19  L.  D.,  547).  Shel- 
don^s  application  should  have  been  received  subject  to  the  exercise  by 
Stevens  of  his  preference  right.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  register,  under 
Bulo  (}Q  of  Practice,  to  have  made  proper  endorsement  on  Sheldon's 
application  and  to  have  advised  him  of  his  right  of  appeal.  Being 
unadvised  in  the  premises,  Sheldon  should  not  be  prejudiced  in  any  of 
his  rights  by  failure  to  appeal  from  the  adverse  action  of  the  register 
in  February,  1892,  within  thirty  days  as  usually  required.  The  first 
formal  notice  of  action  adverse  to  him  appears  to  have  been  given  after 
the  rejection  of  the  application  filed  March  30, 1802,  and  from  this  he 
duly  appealed.  By  this  ai)peal  he  saved  all  the  rights  he  ever  had 
under  his  original  application,  which  the  evidence  shows  was  duly 
presented  for  filing  prior  to  that  of  either  Roach  or  the  Railroad 
Company. 

That  it  was  competent  by  parol  evidence  to  supplement  the  record 
80  as  to  show  facts  which  should  have  appeared  therein,  and  would  80 
have  appeared  but  for  the  omissions  of  the  local  office,  see  the  cases  of 
Mallet  r.  Johnston,  14  L.  D., Qo^]  Charles  S.Phillips,  17  Id.,  63;  Fred- 
erick Tielebein,  Id.,  279;  and  McDonald  et  aL  v,  Hartman  et  al,j  supra. 
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Although  the  question  of  priority  of  settlement  as  between  Sheldon 
and  Boach  is  not  directly  in  issue  nnder  the  appeal,  inasmuch  as  it  is 
insisted  by  Eoach  in  argument  that  he  made  settlement  prior  to  Shel- 
don, I  deem  it  proi)er  to  say  that  upoi^  careful  examination  of  the  evi- 
dence I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  both  the  local  ofBce  and 
your  office  that  neither  of  these  parties  settled  and  established  a  resi- 
dence on  the  land  prior  to  his  application. 

Your  said  office  decision  is  reversed  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing. 
Sheldon  will  be  given  thirty  days  from  notice  hereof  within  which  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  the  land. 


Gbiffabd  et  al.  t.  Gardner. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  <leci8ion  of  October  1,  1895,  21 
L.  D.,  274,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  May  23,  1890. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-SETTLEMENT  RIGHT— ENTRT—RESrDENCE. 

Williams  r.  Gentry. 

In  the  case  of  an  attack  upon  a  homestead  entry,  by  one  alleging  priority  of  settle* 
ment,  where  the  entryman  sets  up  his  own  settlement  in  defense  he  must  show 
that  his  initial  acts  of  settlement  were  maintained  and  followed  up  by  residence 
established  within  a  reasonable  time. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  May 
(W.  A.  L.)  ^3,  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  the  opening  of  the  Iowa  country  September  22,  1891,  Willy  Wil- 
liams and  William  Gentry  entered  the  race  for  laud,  starting  on  the 
line  about  one  and  a  half  miles  from  the  land  in  dispute,  XE.  ^  of  Sec. 
17,  T.  15  K.,  E.  1  E.  Willy  Williams  made  the  race  on  foot  carrying  a 
gun,  an  ax  and  a  quilt,  and  reached  the  land  in  dispute  in  about  fifteen 
minutes,  and  immediately  went  to  work  on  it,  stopping  on  the  SE. 
corner.  Gentry  was  on  horseback,  and  made  the  race  in  about  ten 
minutes,  stopping  temporarily  on  FB.  corner  of  the  land  in  question, 
but  out  of  sight  of  Williams.  He  said  to  those  with  him  when  he 
stopped,  "  I  claim  this."  He  hitched  his  horse  and  walked  away.  He 
and  two  other  parties  slept  very  near  the  line,  but  on  the  corner  of  the 
claim  in  dispute  that  night.  Gentry  saw  Williams  ou  the  claim  at 
work  late  in  the  evening,  September  28, 1891,  Gentry  filed  on  the 
land.  October  10,  1891,  Williams  filed  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging 
that  he  was  the  first  legal  settler  upon  the  land  and  had  made  valuable 
improvements,  and  that  Gentry  settled  on  Sec.  8  and  not  on  the  land 
he  filed  on. 

A  hearing  was  ordered,  and  on  August  17,  1894,  the  local  officers 
rendered  a  decision  in  which  they  found  that  Gentry  was  the  first  settler, 
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and  dismissed  the  contest.  Williams  appealed,  and  on  January  26, 
1896,  your  office  affirmed  the  finding  of  the  local  officers.  Williams 
again  appealed,  and  I  have  the  same  now  before  me. 

The  length  of  time  between  the  ordering  of  the  hearing  and  the 
hearing  on  August  17,  1894,  is  unexplained. 

lJlK>n  examination  of  the  record,  I  am  unable  to  reach  the  same 
conclusions  reached  by  your  office.  The  local  officers  and  your  office 
concurred  in  finding,  that  Gentry  reached  a  corner  of  this  land 
before  Williams  did,  and  this  will  be  considered  as  correctly  found. 
There  is  no  distinct  finding  of  fact  as  to  any  act  of  settlement  per- 
formed by  Gentry  on  the  land  on  the  22d,  and  it  would  seen  that 
Gentry's  verbal  announcement  to  two  parties  who  were  with  him,  that 
he  '^  claimed  this,"  was  treated  as  an  act  of  settlement  which  would 
bind  others  than  those  who  heard  it.  Neither  Williams  nor  Gentry 
seem  to  have  known  anything  of  the  land  previous  to  their  coming,  or 
to  have  had  any  knowledge  of  its  number  or  boundaries.  Gentry 
claims  to  have  dug  a  hole  soon  after  he  got  on  the  land  on  the  22d  near 
where  his  house  is  now  built,  but  it  is  shown  by  no  other  testimony. 
Williams  swears  that  Gentry  passed  him  where  he  was  at  work  on  his 
claim  about  sunset  on  the  22d,  and  asked  him  if  that  was  his  quarter, 
and  on  being  told  that  it  was,  was  asked  if  he  had  one  and  replied,  yes, 
about  a  mfle  or  a  mile  and  a  half  west.  Witness  Peterson  on  page  20 
of  the  record  says  that  Gentry  came  to  his  camp  on  the  corner  of 
Sec.  7  on  the  morning  of  the  23d  aud  asked  him  to  help  him  locate  the 
corners  of  a  claim ;  that  they  located  them  as  best  they  could,  and  that 
Gentry  built  one  or  two  square  pens.  They  were  on  Sec.  8  Gentry 
says  himself  that  he  gave  a  man  by  the  name  of  Peterson  tl.OO  to 
locate  his  lines;  that  he  built  a  pen,  and  that  it  was  on  Sec.  8,  To 
my  mind  the  evidence  leaves  the  matter  in  great  doubt  as  to  the  land 
Gentry  first  selected.  Your  office  as  well  as  the  local  officers,  however, 
have  found  it  to  be  the  claim  in  controversy,  and  I  shall  proceed  to 
inquire  how  far  Gentry  has  followed  up  his  verbal  announcenient  that 
he  claimed  that  land.  The  evidence  does  not  show  any  staking  or 
flagging  of  the  claim.  The  building  of  the  pen  or  pens  on  the  morning 
of  the  23,  and  the  writing  of  his  name  on  a  tree,  he  admits  was  on 
Sec.  S.  He  went  at  once  to  Guthrie,  and  on  September  28,  made  his 
filing.  He  says  he  returned  to  the  claim  aud  established  his  residence 
upon  it  on  the  15th  of  March,  1892.  This  was  seven  days  before  the 
expiration  of  six  months  from  the  time  he  claims  to  have  selected  aud 
claimed  it.  His  rights,  whatever  they  are,  must  rest  either  ui)on  his 
priority  of  settlement  or  upon  his  entry.  If  they  are  to  rest  upon  his 
entry  it  is  to  be  said  that  it  was  not  made  until  September  28,  at 
which  time  Williams  was  a  settler  and  working  upon  the  land,  hav- 
ing followed  up  his  settlement  made  on  the  day  of  the  opening,  an<l 
Gentry's  rights,  under  his  entry,  would  be  subject  to  Williams's  rights 
as  a  prior  settler.     If  Gentry  does  not  rely  upon  his  entry,  but  upon 
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his  settlement  made  prior  thereto,  theu  the  rule  that  he  had  six  months 
from  the  date  of  his  entry  within  which  to  establish  residence  does  not 
apply.  That  i*nle  applies  only  where  the  land  entered  was  unoccupied 
and  unsettled  fit  tdie  date  of  the  entry.  Bights  under  the  entry  are 
superior  to  any  settlement  rights  which  are  founded  after  the  entry, 
unless  the  entryman  fails  to  establish  residence  within  six  months 
after  entry.  If  he  is  forced  to  rely  upon  his  first  acts  of  settlement, 
where  there  is  another  settler  on  the  land  claiming  to  be  the  first  set- 
tler, then  it  must  be  shown  that  such  first  acts  of  settlement  were 
maintained  and  followed  up  promptly  and  residence  established  within 
a  reasonable  time*  The  case  is  to  be  treated  then  as  though  Gentry 
had  not  made  entry  at  all.  In  the  case  of  Pickard  v.  Cooly  (19  L.  D., 
241),  it  was  held — ^^that  the  right  of  a  homesteader  who  files  soldier's 
declaratory  statement,  to  make  entry,  dates  from  such  filing,  and  he 
cannot  thereafter  as  against  an  intervening  adverse  claimant  take 
advantage  of  a  settlement  made  prior  to  said  filing."  In  the  case  of 
Wood  et  ah  v.  Tyler  (21  L.  D.,  156),  it  was  held, — '*that  a  homesteiider 
cannot  claim  the  privilege  of  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement,  and  a 
settlement  at  the  same  time." 

I  am  unable  to  see  why  such  homesteader  should  be  allowed  to  claim 
the  benefits  of  a  formal  entry  and  of  prior  settlement  at  the  same  time, 
and  think  in  all  such  cases  he  must  rely  upon  the  one  or  the  other. 

Williams  in  this  case  is  shown  to  have  reached  the  land  in  fifteen 
minutes  after  it  was  opened  to  settlement,  and  to  have  immediately 
commenced  improvements.  He  slept  on  his  claim  the  night  (»f  the  22d, 
and  on  the  23,  began  cutting  house  logs.  This  work  was  continued  for 
three  days.  He  returned  to  Guthrie  on  Friday  and  came  back  to  the 
claim  Saturday  evening,  bringing  his  wife  with  him.  He  continued  to 
work  on  his  house  and  began  living  in  it  in  ten  days  from  the  opening. 
He  and  his  wife  have  lived  on  the  claim  «ver  since.  They  have  now 
two  houses,  one  fourteen  by  fourteen  and  the  other  eighteen  by  nine- 
teen, the  one  of  hewed  logs  and  the  other  of  rough,  and  over  four  acres 
of  land  broken  and  three  in  cultivation,  though  he  owns  no  team. 
These  facts  show  a  settlement  made  in  good  faith,  promptly  followed 
up,  and  unbrokenly  maintained.  Gentry  has  now  a  residence  upon  the 
claim  and  some  land  broken.  For  several  months  after  the  day  of  the 
opening  he  seems  to  have  paid  no  attention  to  it.  In  my  opinion,  his 
first  acts  of  settlement,  if  it  can  be  said  that  they  were  upon  this  hmd 
at  all,  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  maintained  within  the  meaning  of 
thft  law,  nor  was  his  residence  established  within  a  reasonable  time. 
Measuring  the  rights  of  the  parties  by  the  acts  of  each  upon  the  land, 
and  the  time  and  order  in  which  these  acts  were  performed,  it  must  be 
held  that  Williams'  rights  are  superior  to  those  of  Gentry,  he  having 
allowed  the  presumption  of  abandonment  to  arise  against  him. 

Your  oflSce  decision  is  accordingly  reversed  and  Gentry's  homestead 
entry  cancelled.  Williams  will  be  allowed  to  make  entry  upon  compli- 
ance with  the  law  and  the  vegalations  of  the  Department. 
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RAILBOAB  RIGHT  OF  WAT-DEFnOTB  IX>CATJON. 

Eio  Gbande  and  Pagosa  Springs  B.  B.  Co.  et  al. 

The  papers  and  maps  of  beneficiaries  nnder  the  railroad  right  of  way  acc  are 
reqaire«l  to  be  complete  in  themselves,  and  wholly  independent  of  those  filed 
by  any  other  company. 

■ 

Acting  Secretary  Sims  to  the  Commissioner  of  ths  General  Land  Office^ 

May  27,  1896.  (A.  M.) 

On  the  8th  instant,  you  sabmitt^  a  certified  copy  of  the  articles  of 
incorporation  of  the  Bio  Grande  and  Pagosa  Springs  Bailroad  Com- 
pany and  the  due  proofs  of  its  organization ;  also  like  papers  respecting 
the  incorporation  of  the  Bio  Grande  and  Pagosa  Springs  Bailroad 
Company  in  New  Mexico. 

These  papers  are  filed  by  the  respective  companies  to  secure  the  bene- 
fits of  the  right  of  way  railroad  act  of  March  3, 1875—18  Stat.  482— 
and  their  acceptance  is  recommended.  They  have  been  examined  and 
foand  to  comply  substantially  with  the  requirements  of  theregulationa 
under  the  act,  they  are  acceptable  to  the  Department  and  you  will  so 
advise  the  companies. 

You  submitted  with  these  papers  a  joint  map  of  definite  location  of 
a  section  of  4.94  miles  of  the  line  of  road  of  the  former  company  in 
Colorado  and  of  5.94  miles  of  that  of  the  latter  company  in  New  Mexico. 

This  map  is  not  satisfactory.  The  companies  that  have  joined  in 
presenting  it  are  separate  organizations  and  have  each  filed  separate 
sets  of  papers  in  compliance  with  the  law  and  instructions  thereunder, 
which  have  been  accepted  as  above.  They  should  also  file  separate 
and  distinct  maps  of  sections  of  their  respective  lines  of  road  and  such 
maps  should  meet  the  requirements  ot  the  right  of  way  railroad  circu- 
lar as  to  affidavits  and  certificates,  following  the  forms  prescribed. 

The  papers  and  the  maps  of  the  several  companies,  beneficiaries 
under  the  right  of  way  railroad  act,  are  required  to  be  complete  in 
themselves  and  wholly  independent  of  those  of  any  other  company. 

By  reason  of  the  foregoing  the  map  has  not  been  approved. 


RAILROAI)    GRAXT— TERMrNAJL   LIXE— WITHI>RAWAL   OX    GJSXERAL. 

ROUTE. 

Morrill  r.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co. 

By  the  establishment  of  the  western  terminus  of  the  main  line  of  the  Northern 
Pacitio  at  Tacoma  lauds  north  of  such  terminal  liue  are  released  from  the  eftect 
of  the  prior  withdrawal  thereof  on  general  route. 

There  is  no  authority  under  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacitio  for  a  withdrawal  on  a 
second  or  amended  map  of  general  route. 
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The  amended  map  of  tUe  general  ronte  of  its  branch  line,  filed  by  the  company  in 
1876,  was  an  abandonment  of  its  previons  general  route  of  said  line,  as  shown 
by  the  map  of  1873,  and  a  relinqnishment  of  all  rights  nnder  the  withdrawal 
in  accordance  therewith. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 
(W.  A.  LO  P,  1896.  (W.  F,  M.) 

On  Febmary  23, 1893,  Benjamin  G.  Morrill  applied  to  make  home- 
stead entry  of  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  the  SW.  J  of  the  KE.  J,  the 
NE.  i  of  the  SW*  i  and  the  NW.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  section  21,  township 
20  N.,  range  10  E.,  TVillamette  meridian,  within  the  laud  district  of 
Olympia,  Washingtou,  alleging  settlement  on  or  about  October  20, 1884. 

The  local  officers  rejected  the  application  for  conflict  with  the  grant 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  on  appeal  to  your 
office  this  action  was  affirmed. 

In  appealing  the  case  to  this  Department  Morrill  has  specified  a 
noiuber  of  alleged  errors,  but  the  question  at  issue,  generally  stated, 
is  whether  or  not  the  laud  in  controversy  has  passed  to  the  company  by 
virtue  of  the  grant,  and  its  consideration  leads  to  a  specific  examina- 
tion iuto  the  acts  of  the  company  with  respect  to  the  grant,  in  so  far 
as  the  interests  of  the  appellant  may  be  affected  thereby. 

It  api>ears  that  the  land  lies  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  on 
the  map  of  general  route  of  the  main  line  filed  August  13, 1870,  also 
on  the  maps  of  general  route  of  the  branch  line  filed,  successively,  in 
1873,  in  187C,  and  in  1879,  its  location  with  respect  to  the  route  of  1873, 
however,  depending  upon  the  manner  in  which  the  terminal  for  that 
line  shall  be  drawn.  It  lies,  also,  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  as  indi- 
cated by  the  map  of  definite  location  of  the  branch  line  filed  December 
8, 1884.  If  Morrill  settled  on  the  land,  as  alleged,  in  October,  1884,  it 
is  excepted  from  the  grant,  unless  at  that  date  it  was  in  a  state  of  res- 
ervation by  virtue  of  the  filing  of  some  one  of  the  several  maps  of 
general  route. 

By  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  company,  of  September 
10, 1876,  the  terminus  of  the  main  line  was  fixed  at  Tacoma,  and  the 
land  is  north  of  the  terminal  line  established  upon  the  terminus  thus 
adopted  by  the  company.  As  to  lands  so  situated  it  has  been  held  by 
this  Department,  in  a  recent  case,  that  tiiey  are  released  from  any  claim 
of  the  company  arising  out  of  the  withdrawal  on  the  map  of  general 
route  of  the  main  line  filed  in  1870.  Denny  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific 
E.  R.  Co.,  21  L.  D.,  252. 

As  to  the  maps  of  1876  and  1879,  it  has  been  held  here  that  the  grant 

provides  for  bnt  one  legislative  withdrawal  on  the  filing  of  the  map  of  general 
route,  which  exhausts  the  legislative  will  with  respect  to  such  preliminary  with- 
drawal, and  precludes  the  subsequent  exercise  of  executive  authority  to  make  a 
further  withdrawal  for  such  purpose  on  a  second  or  amended  map  of  general  route. 
Cole  r.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  17  L.  D.,  8. 
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It  resaltSy  therefore,  that  unless  held  in  reservation  by  the  map  of 
1873,  the  lands  iiiTolved  in  this  case  were  free  and  subject  to  entry  at 
the  date  of  MorrilPs  settlement  in  October,  1884. 

On  November  24,  1876,  Secretary  Chandler  approved  an  amended 
map  of  general  route  of  the  brauch  line,  using  the  following  language: 

The  Northern  Paeifio  Railroad  Company  having  abandoned  the  general  route  of  its 
branch  road,  designated  hj  map  thereof  filed  in  this  Department  August  16,  1S73, 
and  thereby  relinquiBhed  all  claim  to  the  lands  withdrawn  upon  the  approval  of  said 
map,  and  having  adopted  by  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors  bearing  date  May 
11, 1876,  in  lieu  of  said  route,  a  general  route  of  such  branch  road,  laid  down  on  this 
map,  and  said  rout<*  being  by  me  deemed  in  all  respects  preferable  to  the  one  so 
abandoned,  I  hereby  approve  this  map,  in  accordance  with  the  application  of  said 
^mpany. 

In  1877  Hon.  O.  Jacobs  filed  an  application  here  for  a  reconsidera- 
tion of  the  action  of  the  Department  approving  the  map  of  1876,  the 
grounds  of  which  need  not  be  considered  at  this  time.  On  January  8, 
1877,  the  attorney  of  the  company  filed  in  this  Department  a  state- 
ment of  his  objections  to  the  reconsideration  asked  for  by  Mr.  Jacobs, 
in  which  the  following  paragraph  occurs : 

By  the  amendment  th(>  branch  is  shortened  and  a  more  direct  and  feasible  route 
obtained ;  the  territory  will  be  more  benefit.ed  because  the  amended  line  or  a  portion 
of  it  will  be  built  and  all  may  be — but  the  old  line  cannot  be, 

and  in  concluding  the  paper,  as  if  not  only  to  emphasize  the  company's 
purpose  to  abandon  the  route  of  1873,  but  to  make  plain  that  it  had 
been,  already,  at  that  date,  abandoned,  he  says: 

that  since  the  acceptance  of  the  amended  line  by  the  Department,  the  company  has 
contracted  for  the  ties  for  twenty-five  or  thirty  miles  of  the  road;  part  of  the  iron 
has  already  been  purchased  and  shipped,  grading  has  commenced  and  the  company 
are  moving  in  good  faith  to  accomplish  its  work ;  and  for  the  Department  to  now 
recall  its  approval  would  be  to  entail  great  loss  on  the  company  and  defeat  the 
construction  of  any  part  of  the  branch  line. 

The  logic  of  these  statements  appears  to  me  to  be  so  clear  that  it  can< 
not  be  misapprehended  or  misconstrued,  and  the  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage is  inconsistent  with  any  theory  other  than  that  the  company  had 
at  that  time  wholly  abandoned  the  line  of  1873,  and  were  not  consider- 
ing it  at  all  in  connection  with  it»  plans  for  the  ultimate  construction 
of  the  road.  It  is  confirmatory  of  the  representations  made  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  when  the  map  of  187G  was  presented  to  him 
for  his  approval,  that  the  company  had  abandoned  tbe  route  of  1873 
and  relinquished  all  claim  to  the  lands  withdrawn  by  virtue  of  the 
filing  of  the  map  indicating  that  route. 

The  subsequent  acts  of  the  company  so  completely  confirm  the  theory 
of  abandonment  that  all  doubt  of  its  correctness  is  removed.  In  1879  it 
filed  a  second  amended  map  of  general  route  indicating  a  proposed  line 
widely  variant  from  the  abandoned  one  of  1873,  more  nearly  conform- 
ing to  the  line  of  1876,  and  along  the  general  route  of  final  construction. 

Following  (he  declarations  of  the  company  as  to  the  infeasibility  of 
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the  line  of  1873  and  of  its  purpose  not  to  build  on  it,,  are  its  acts  begin- 
ning construction,  in  1876,  on  a  new  line,  and  definitely  locating  the 
road,  in  1884,  on  another  and  different  line. 

The  road  is  now  completed  and  in  operation,  but  the  lands  withdrawn 
along  the  route  of  1873  had  not  been  restored  by  any  formal  order  of 
this  Department  to  the  public  domain  until  1879,  and  then  only  to  the 
extent  of  the  lands  that  fell  without  the  limits  adjusted  upon  the  line 
of  1870.  It  will  probably  not  be  contended  that  any  such  order  was 
necessary,  but  it  will  be  conceded  that  such  restoration  would  have  been 
ipso  facto  effected  by  the  building  of  the  road  on  a  different  route;  and 
if  that  be  true,  restoration  was  equally  effected  when  the  route  of  1873 
was  explicitly,  definitely  and  finally  abandoned.  If  the  lands  along 
that  route  were  in  a  state  of  reservation  after  1876,  they  are  in  the 
same  condition  now.  Their  status  with  respect  to  the  work  of  public 
improvement  had  in  contemplation  by  Congress,  and  which  was  the 
motive  of  the  grant,  has  not  been  altered  since  that  date.  Of  these 
lauds,  generally,  it  may  be  said  that  after  definite  location  they  bore 
no  relation  to  the  grant,  and  neither  did  they,  for  the  same  reason, 
after  1876. 

By  virtue  of  the  circumstance,  however,  that  the  land  in  controversy 
is  situated  near  the  common  terminus  of  the  constructed  road  and  of 
the  route  of  1873,  it  happens  that  the  limits  of  the  grant  as  adjusted 
include  it,  and  that  it  may  be  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  on 
the  map  of  1873,  dependent,  as  before  stated,  upon  the  way  in  which 
the  terminal  is  drawn.  I  do  not  think  this  coincidence  affects  its 
status.  The  route  of  1873  was  abandoned,  as  a  whole,  and  the  lands 
withdrawn,  therefore,  were  released  along  its  entire  length. 

I  am  not  advised  that  any  decision  has  been  rendered  here  distinctly 
in  conflict  with  the  foregoing  views  since  the  early  case  of  JSTorthern 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company  r.  Pressey,  reported  in  2  L.  D,,  p.  551.  That 
case,  however,  proceeds  upon  the  theory,  now  exploded,  that  the  com- 
pany might  file  amended  maps  of  general  route  and  that  executive 
withdrawals  thereon  were  effective  to  reserve  the  lands  within  their 
limits.  It  does  not  appear,  furthermore,  that  the  acts  and  declarations 
of  the  company,  evidencing  its  abandonment  of  the  line  of  1873,  were 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department,  since  the  subject  is  not 
discussed,  nor  even  adverted  to. 

In  the  more  recent  case  of  Northern  Pacific  Kailroad  Company  t?. 
McMahon,  18  L.  D.,  435,  the  confiict  is  more  apparent  than  real.  It 
was  there  held  that  the  relinquishment  of  the  companj*,  filed  in  1879, 
of  all  claim  to  lands  withdrawn  on  the  map  of  1873,  cannot,  in  good 
faith,  be  invoked  against  the  company  by  the  United  States,  iu  view 
of  the  decision  by  this  Department  that  the  later  withdrawal  in  1879 
was  without  authority  of  law.  But,  as  in  the  case  of  the  company 
against  Pressey,  supra,  the  question  of  abandonment  of  the  route  of 
1873  was  not  made  an  issue,  and  was  not  discussed. 
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From  the  foregoing  considerations  it  ^dll  be  seen  that  no  lands  were 
in  reservation  for  the  benefit  of  the  branch  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Eailroad  Company  after  its  abandonment,  in  1876,  of  the  route  of  1873^ 
and  it  results,  therefore,  that  the  land  sought  to  be  entered  by  Morrill 
was  free  of  any  claim  of  the  company  at  the  date  of  his  alleged  settle- 
ment in  October,  1884. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is,  therefore,  reversed,  and  it  is  now 
ordered  that  a  hearing  be  directed  for  the  purpose  of  inquiry  into  the 
facts  concerning  MorriU's  settlement. 


I 
Aylen  v.  YouNa  bt  al.  I 


Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  28, 1895; 
21  L.  D.,  565;  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  June  9, 1896. 


PRACTICE— NOTICE  OF  HEARING. 

Needs  r.  Hinze. 

In  oomputiDg  the  period  of  notice,  given  by  personal  service,  of  a  hearing  before 
tlie  local  office,  the  day  on  which  service  is  made  shonld  be  exclnded,  and  the 
time  counted  as  beginning  to  rnn  on  the  next  sncceeding  day. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

9y  1896.  (W.  M.  B.) 

The  petitioner  Hinze  applies,  under  Bules  83  and  84  of  Practice,  for 
an  order  directing  the  Commissioner  of  the  Greneral  Land  Office  to 
certify  to  this  Department  the  proceedings  in  the  case  of  William 
Needs,  contestant,  r.  Conrad  Hinze,  contestee,  involving  the  latter's 
homestead  entry  Ko.  2178,  made  February  23, 1891,  for  the  E.  i  of  the 
NW.  J,  and  the  W.  i  of  the  NB.  i  of  Sec.  21,  T.  48  K,  R.  9  W.,  Ash- 
land land  district,  Wisconsin. 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  a  hearing  was  ordered  upon  the 
charges  made  by  the  contestant  Needs  against  the  claimant  Hinze  with 
respect  to  abandonment  and  failure  on  the  part  of  said  entrymau  Hinze 
to  cultivate  and  improve  the  tract  in  question  as  prescribed  by  the 
homestead  law.  It  is  further  shown  that  notice  of  such  hearing  was 
served  upon  Hinze  in  person  on  April  14, 1894,  to  the  effect  that  a 
hearing  to  consider  and  determine  the  issues  made  by  contest  affidavit 
of  Needs  had  been  ordered  and  set  for  May  14, 1894.  It  further  appears 
that  such  hearing  was  had  on  the  said  day,  at  which  the  contestant 
appeared  and  submitted  testimony  in  support  of  the  allegations  con- 
tained in  his  affidavit  of  contest;  the  contestee  failing  to  appear  thereat, 
either  in  person  or  by  attorney.  Upon  the  testimony  snbmitte<l  by 
contestant  ^contestee  submitting  none)  at  the  hearing  had  on  said  May 
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14, 1894,  the  local  o£Bcers  found  in  favor  of  contestant  and  against  con- 
testee  and  recommended  that  the  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  tract  in 
dispute  be  cancele<l  on  accoant  of  abandonment  thereof  for  more  than 
six  months  immediately  prior  to  initiation  of  contest,  and  failure  to 
cultivate  and  improve  the  tract  as  provided  by  law. 

The  defendant  Hiuze  did  not  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local 
officers,  whereupon  their  finding  was,  on  August  31, 1894,  concurred 
ill  and  sustained  by  your  office. 

In  due  course  of  time  Hinze  filed  a  motion  asking  for  a  review  and 
reversal  of  your  said  office  decision,  which  said  motion  aft^  a  careful 
consideration  was  dismissed  upon  good  and  sufficient  grounds. 

From  the  decision  of  your  office,  dated  August  31,  and  December  1, 
1894,  canceling  entry  and  closing  case,  in  accordance  with  Rule  4S  of 
Practice,  and  dismissing  motion  for  review,  the  defendant  appealed. 

The  right  of  appeal  was  denied  appellant  under  provision  of 
amended  Eule  81  of  Practice,  which  prescribes  that  no  appeal  shal) 
be  taken  from  the  action  of  your  office  <*  affirming  the  decision  of  the 
local  officers  in  any  case  where  the  party  or  parties  .adversely  afiected 
thereby  shall  have  failed,  after  due  notice,  to  appeal  from  such  decision 
of  said  local  office,"  as  in  the  case  at  bar. 

The  record  shows  that  Hinze  had  such  notice  of  the  decision  of  the 
local  office. 

The  said  entryman  now  raises  the  question  of  jurisdiction  as  to  the 
authority  of  the  local  officers  to  hear  and  determine  the  case  on  May 
14, 1891,  alleging  that  such  hearing  under  Eule  7  of  Practice  could  not 
have  been  had  until  thirty  days  from  date  (April  14, 1894)  of  notice, 
and  that  under  said  rule  the  loth,  instead  of  the  14th,  day  of  May  was 
the  earliest  day  on  which  said  hearing  could  have  been  held.  Upon 
that  ground  the  case  is  brought  here  upon  a  motion  asking  that  a  writ 
of  certiorari  be  issued  to  your  office  for  the  purpose  already  stated. 

As  stated,  personal  notice  was  served  on  Hinze  on  April  14, 1894, 
whereby  he  was  notified  that  a  hearing  was  set  for  May  14, 1894.  He 
absented  himself  from  the  hearing  had  on  that  day,  and  contends  that 
the  day  fixed  for  the  same  was  short  of  the  time  prescribed  by  Eule  7 
of  Practice,  for  the  reason  that  in  computing  the  thirty  days  therein 
allowed  both  the  day  on  which  notice  was  served  and  trial  day  should 
have  be^i  excluded,  whereas  only  one  day  had  been  left  off  in  the 
reckoning  of  said  time. 

Applicant  seems  to  be  in  error  in  regard  to  such  contention.  The 
method  of  computing  time  under  Eule  7  of  Practice  is  enounced  in 
departmental  decision  of  September  12,  1895,  in  the  case  of  Hart  v. 
Hector  (21  L.  D.,  104),  wherein  it  is  held  that  in  computing  time,  where 
notice  of  date  of  hearing  is  served  upon  a  party  thereto,  it  is  proper 
to  exclude  either  the  day  on  which  notice  is  served  or  the  day  on  which 
the  trial  is  to  take  place,  but  not  both  days.  Vide  also,  Forsyth  r. 
Warren,  62  111.,  68:  Kane  v.  Brooklyn,  114  N.  Y.,  586. 
10332— VOL  22 41 
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Personal  service  on  applicant  of  notice  of  hearing  fixed  for  and  had 
'Ou  May  14, 1894,  as  stated,  having  been  had  on  him  April  14, 1894,  he 
•bad  the  prescribed  thirty  days  notice,  since  time  began  to  ran  on  April 
15th,  and,  under  the  rale  laid  down  in  the  caseA  above  cited,  inclading 
the  14th  day  of  May,  1894,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  applicant  had  thirty 
days  notice  of  time  of  hearing  exclusive  of  service  day  of  notice,  hence 
the  contention  of  petitioner  that  the  local  officers  did  not  have  juris- 
diction of  the  case  on  account  of  insufficient  notice  is  without  force  or 
BDerit. 

Furthermore  the  application  contains  no  sworn  statement  of  facts 
or  showing  whereby  it  appears  that  any  error  was  committed  by  your 
office  in  the  decision  from  which  appeal  was  taken  and  denied,  or  that 
eubstantial  justice  was  not  done  petitioner  in  the  decision  complained 
of.  The  application  is  based  upon  a  mere  technicality,  and  not  apon 
wy  merit  which  the  case  may  be  supposed  to  possess,  which  would  be 
n  sufficient  ground  within  itself  for  dismissing  the  same. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  application  is  denied. 


ho>iesti:ad  contest— settlement  rights. 

Mybick  v.  Hennigh. 

Mere  personal  presence  on  pnblic  land,  without  the  performance  of  acts  connecting 
the  claimant  with  the  land,  is  not  a  settlement  within  the  meaning  of  the 
law. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissianer  of  tJie  General  Land  Office,  June 

9,  1896.  {Gr.  C.  R.) 

On  October  13, 1893,  George  S.  Henuigh  made  homestead  entry  of 
the  S.  i  of  the  N  W.  J  and  lots  3  and  4,  Sec,  5,  Tp.  19  N.,  R.  6  E.,  Perry, 
Oklahoma. 

On  October  28, 1893,  Fred  D.  Myrick  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest 
ugainst  the  entry,  alleging  prior  settlement  upon  the  land. 

Hearing  was  had,  and  the  register  and  receiver  recommended  that 
the  contest  be  dismissed. 

On  appeal,  your  office,  by  decision  dated  May  2, 1895,  decided  that 
**  the  only  issue  in  this  case  is  priority  of  settlement,"  and  that  from 
the  testimony  submitted  you  were  "  unable  to  come  to  any  satisfactory 
conclusion  as  to  which  one  of  the  parties  was  the  prior  settler."  This 
being  the  case,  your  office  directed  that  plaintiff  and  defendant  be 
required  to  divide  the  land  between  them  ''  in  such  manner  as  they 
may  agree  upon,"  allowing  thirty  days  to  make  the  agreement;  that 
upon  failure  to  agree,  the  land  will  be  sold  to  the  highest  bidder  as  iu 
«avses  of  simultaneous  applications  to  enter,  or,  if  the  parties  so  desire, 
they  may  settle  the  case  by  entering  into  an  agreement  by  which  one 
of  them  shall  receive  patent  for  the  whole  tract,  and  then  convey  a 
specified  portion  of  the  land  to  the  other. 
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This  judgment  does  not  appear  to  satisfy  either  party  to  the  contro- 
versy,  since  both  have  api)ealed,  each  insisting  that  the  evidence  taken 
at  the  hearing  gives  him  a  better  right  to  the  land. 

The  testimony  shows  the  following  state  of  facts: 

Myrick,  the  contestant,  made  the  ran  from  the  Greek  line  when  the 
signal  was  given,  at  12  o'clock,  noon,  September  IG,  1893.  He  testified 
that  the  distance  from  that  line  to  the  land  is  five  miles;  that  he  rode 
&  gta^y  horse,  which  had  no  eqaal  in  the  crowd  for  speed,  having  had 
three  mouths  training;  that  he  ran  in  advance  of  all  others,  by  reason 
of  the  speed  of  his  horse.  He  does  not  know  how  long  it  took  him  to 
make  the  race;  he  located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the  land,  fifty 
yards  north  of  south  line;  that  where  he  first  located,  he  could  see  all 
over  the  land,  except  about  five  acres  near  the  southwest  corner;  tbat 
uo  one  was  there  when  he  first  located.    He  thus  describes  his  acts 

)  first,  pulled  off  my  saddle,  stopped,  and  in  about  five  minutes  waved  a  man  over 
to  where  I  was,  and  which  (whom)  I  passed  on  the  roail,  who  threw  me  out  about 
half  bushel  of  com.  I  fed  my  horse,  and  shelled  the  balance  of  the  com  where  I  was 
Htanding  ....  I  fed  the  horse  on  the  ground  ....  I  left  the  claim  about  half  an 
hour  by  sun  to  bring  my  things  out  from  where  I  left  them ;  returned  same  evening 
two  hours  after  dark;  Otis  Ritchie  came  back  with  me;  set  off  wagon  bows,  top 
side  boards,  wagon  sheet,  clothes  chest,  cooking  utensils,  bed,  and  a  little  feed; 
slept  there  that  night  (i.  e.,  16th  September),  where  I  stopped.  On  claim  next  day 
(Sunday,  September  17),  and  ran  south  and  west  lines;  staid  there  Sunday  night, 
went  to  Perry  Monday;  returned  to  land  Wednesday  (September  20).  On  Friday 
(September  22)  plowed  a  small  patch  and  next  day  built  a  sod  house;  that  Hennigh 
(entryman)  had  no  improvements  when  contestant  did  the  plowing;  had  then  been 
all  over  the  claim ;  plowed  about  three  acres  on  October  2 ;  and  when  on  October  13 
HennighJiad  made  entry,  he  (contestant)  had  three  acres  plowed,  sod  house,  and  well 
four  feet  deep  dug  second  Sunday  after  opening;  that  ho  now  (date  of  hearing)  has 
a  box  hou?e  eight  by  twelve,  cave  ten  by  twelve,  shed  sixteen  by  fifty,  fifty  acres 
plowed ;  fifteen  acre^  back-set ;  pasture  of  fifteen  acres  enclosed  with  two  wires ;  a 
pond,  and  hay  cut  and  put  up  from  eighty  acres. 

On  cross-examination  he  ailinitted  he  had  not  staid  on  the  land  all 
the  time^  nor  eat  all  his  meals  tbere;  that  he  left  the  land  and  went  to 
Kansas  about  Kovember  10, 1893;  returned  March  1, 1894;  that  he  was 
detained  in  Kansas  by  sickness.  The  following  question  was  asked 
him: 

What  notice  did  yon^ve  other  than  personal  presence  that  you  were  claiming  the 
landf 

A«  I  only  claimed  the  land  which  I  then  held  down,  which  ever  it  might  be. 

He  further  admitted  that  when  he  first  got  to  the  land  all  he  did  was 
to  feed  his  horse;  that  he  left  his  saddle,  blanket,  martingales,  and 
shelled  corn  to  hold  down  his  "spot"  until  he  returned  with  his  wagon, 
(This  was  about  half  an  hour  before  sundown  of  September  16.) 

N.  Miller  (witness  for  Myrick)  testified  that  he  made  the  race  with 
Myrick,  kept  up  with  him  for  three-quarters  of  a  mile,  when  his  horse 
iell.  Myrick  then  got  three  hundred  yards  the  start,  and  kept  that 
distance  to  the  laud.    This  witness  saw  uo  other  person  on  the  land  as 
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he  passed  it.  Miller  says  Myrick  was  ahead  of  all  other  men,  except 
three;  that  his  (Miller's)  horse  was  not  trained.  This  witness  testified 
that  when  Myrick  left  the  land  late  in  the  evening  of  the  10th,  he 
(Myrick)  wrote  his  name  on  a  corn  shack,  and  left  it  on  the  ground 
under  s^me  com  cobs. 

One  Dunn,  a  witness  for  Myrick,  testified  that  he  was  riding  a  mule 
in  the  race,  and  kept  company  with  Myrick  for  about  three  miles  and 
kept  in  sight  of  him  the  rest  of  the  way. 

From  all  the  testimony  it  may  be  safely  said  that  Myrick  reached  the 
land  shortly  after  twelve  o'clock ;  that  he  fed  his  horse;  that  he  brought 
his  team  and  camp  outfit  to  the  land  that  night;  that  in  a  few  days  he 
built  a  sod  house;  that  he  left  the  land  and  staid  away  from  November 
10  to  March  1  (two  months  and  twenty  days);  that  his  absence  was 
excusable  by  reason  of  sickness;  that  he  returned  to  the  land,  built  a 
small  house,  improved  the  land,  and  continuously  resided  there.  He  is 
mistaken,  however,  iu  saying  he  distanced  all  others.  At  least  three 
men  kept  up  with  him ;  and  his  trained  horse  went  but  little  faster  than 
Dunn's  mule. 

Heuuigh,  the  entrymau,  testified  that  he  made  the  race;  that  he  also 
rode  a  trained  horse;  went  due  west  of  Greek  line,  and  reached  the 
land  '^  about  eleven  minutes  after  twelve ; "  that  he  first  '^  stuck  a  stake"' 
that  he  carried  with  him ;  that  this  stake  was  three  feet  long,  his  name 
written  thereon;  put  a  flag  on  the  stake,  and  put  his  hat  on  the  stake 
and  tied  it  fast.  In  about  half  an  hour  from  that  time,  his  brother 
came  with  a  wagon,  gave  him  a  spade  with  which  he  dug  some  holes 
(one  of  which  was  for  a  well),  set  up  the  wagon  bow,  and  stretched  a 
quilt  over  it ;  that  he  saw  no  other  i>erson  on  the  land  except  his  brother, 
who  located  on  the  west  part  of  it ;  saw  other  men  located  on  surround- 
ing lands;  did  nothing  further  that  day  but  look  for  lines  and  corner- 
stones; that  this  settlement  was  made  about  one  hundred  and  fifty 
yards  west  of  east  line,  and  about  sixty  rods  north  of  south  line;  staid 
on  land  that  night  (September  16)  with  three  of  his  brothers,  had  his 
team  and  camp  outfit,  and  saw  no  one  on  land  but  his  brothers;  staid 
till  noon  of  September  17,  and  did  some  breaking  on  west  side  and 
some  on  east  side  of  claim,  two  furrows  thirty  yards  long  and  some 
short  furrows;  three  brothers  were  with  him  when  he  did  the  breaking. 
Left  at  noon  of  September  17,  and  nothing  was  done  at  place  where 
Myrick  is  alleged  to  have  settled;  went  to  Perry  to  file,  and  returned 
September  21,  staid  there  that  liight,  looked  over  land,  left  next  morn- 
ing, and  returned  again  October  6,  and  did  more  plowing;  that  he  then 
saw  for  the  first  time  a  sod  pen  and  a  little  plowing;  that  this  plowing 
ran  across  the  plowing  done  by  him  (Heunigh).  Went  back  to  Perry 
to  file  and  returned  again  October  19;  that  he  then  cut  and  hauled 
logs,  and  built  the  walls  of  a  house;  slept,  cooked,  and  ate  on  claim 
while  doing  this  work,  and  on  October  28,  went  to  Kansas,  where  his 
father  lived,  to  get  furniture  for  his  house  and  money  to  complete  it; 
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returned  to  laud  l^oveinber  28,  1893,  bringing  stove,  cooking  utensils, 
bed,  etc. ;  put  the  roof  ou  bis  house,  plastered  it,  moved  in,  and  has 
lived  there  continuously  ever  since;  has  twenty  acres  broken;  stable; 
corn  crib;  well;  orchard  of  thirty  trees;  small  fruits,  berries,  grapes, 
etc.;  nineteen  acres  in  crop;  good  garden;  raised  two  hundred  and 
twenty-five  bushels  of  corn ;  improvements  worth  $150.  His  testimony 
is  substantially  corroborated,  as  to  his  settlement,  residence  and 
improvements. 

While  the  testimony  of  both  parties  is  corroborated,  it  is  difficult  to 
understand  why  neither  should  have  seen  the  other  on  the  day  they 
reached  the  land,  each  is  seemingly  x)ositive  that  the  other  was  not 
there.  Assuming  that  they  reached  the  land  at  the  same  time,  the 
issue  is  narrowed  down  to  the  acts  of  settlement  first  made  by  each. 
Myrick,  unfortunately,  did  nothing  on  the  land  the  first  afternoon  but 
feed  his  horse.  He  did  no  sjMiciflc  act  to  give  notice  to  others  that  he 
ill  tended  to  settle.  He  put  up  no  flag,  dug  no  holes,  and  made  no 
improvements  whatever;  and  it  was  not  until  two  hours  after  nightfall 
of  the  day  of  the  opening  that  he  had  his  camp  outfit  there.  In  the 
meantime,  Hennigh,  the  entryman,  who  appeared  upon  the  land  about 
the  same  time,  immediately  set  a  stake  on  which  was  a  flag,  and  dug 
some  holes  and  started  a  well. 

Settlement  upon  the  public  land  is  not  attected  by  merely  going  upon 
the  land;  there  must  be  something  done  to  indicate  that  the  party 
intends  to  take  the  land;  and,  although  one  may  in  fact  precede 
another  to  a  tract  of  public  land,  intending  to  enter  the  same  under 
the  public  land  laws,  yet  if  he  postpones  the  performance  of  some 
definite  act  of  settlement  sufficient  to  give  notice  thereof  to  passers  by, 
until  after  a  later  comer  reaches  the  land  and  performs  such  acts  of 
settlement,  it  can  not  be  held  that  he  has  made  the  prior  settlement; 
for,  as  before  seen,  mere  personal  presence,  without  the  i)erformance  of 
some  acts  connecting  the  person  with  the  laud,  is  not  a  settlement 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Hurt  r.  Griffin,  17  L.  D,,  162; 
Strutz  r.  Crabb,  19  L.  D.,  122. 

The  issue  in  this  case  is  as  to  who  made  the  first  settlement.  From 
what  is  above  seen,  in  the  rather  lengthy  recital  of  the  facts,  that 
issue  must  be  decided  in  favor  of  Hennigh.  His  entry  will,  therefore, 
remain  intact  and  the  contest  will  be  dismissed. 

The  decision  appealed  firom  is  accordingly  reversed. 
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8ETTL£M£NT  RIGHTS-  ADVERSE  CLAIMS. 

Shook  v,  Douglas. 

A  settlement  olaim  acquired  with  the  knowledge  of,  and  nnder  an  agreement  with 
an  a<lverse  claimant,  is  entitled  to  recognition  as  against  the  snbseqnent  claim 
of  said  adverse  claimant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June 

P,  1896.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Marion  F.  Shook  v,  John  Doaglas,  on 
appeal  trom  your  oDice  decision  of  March  20,  1895,  holding  Douglas' 
homestead  entry,  No.  ^35,  Hnmboldt,  California,  land  district,  for  the 
K  J  of  the  NE.  i,  and  the  E.  J  of  the  N  W.  J  of  Sec.  8,  T.  3  N.,  B.  3  E., 
H.  M.,  subject  to  the  prior  right  of  Shook  as  to  said  N.  ^  of  the  NE.  ^. 

I  find  the  material  facts  to  be  substantially  as  set  out  in  said  decision. 
Douglas  established  his  residence  upon  the  STE.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  the 
section  while  the  land  was  unsurveyed  and  long  prior  to  the  settlement 
of  Perrine's  father-in-law  to  whose  possessory  rights  Shook,  step-son  of 
the  latter,  succeeded  by  purchase  in  1879.  The  testimony  adduced  at 
the  hearing  duly  had  between  the  parties  in  October,  1892,  shows  that 
in  1877  Douglas  agreed  with  Perrine  that  the  former  should  hold  and 
occupy  the  land  lying  west  of  a  line  running  north  and  south  through 
a  large  rock  near  the  center  of  the  NW.  J  of  the  NE.  \  of  the  section 
and  that  the  latter  should  likewise  take  the  land  lying  east  of  such 
line,  and  that  later — about  1884 — Douglas  and  Shook  agreed  upon  a 
divisional  line  some  distance  to  the  westward  of  the  first  Iiiie«  This 
later  line,  as  was  subsequently  disclosed  by  the  government  survey  in 
the  summer  of  1891,  was  only  a  few  rods  east  of  the  north  and  south 
center  line  of  the  section  and  left  most  of  the  land  in  controversy  in 
possession  of  Shook. 

.Shook  having  settled  upon  and  claimed  the  land  in  controversy  with 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  Douglas,  and  under  an  agreement 
between  them,  and  having,  as  appears  from  the  record,  presented  his 
application  therefor  on  the  same  day  Douglas  made  his  entry,  and 
within  three  months  after  the  filing  of  the  plat  of  survey  in  the  local 
office,  Douglas  will  not  be  permitted  now  to  repudiate  the  agreement 
and  enter  the  laud  in  the  face  of  Shook's  adverse  claim.  Tlie  case  of 
Walters  r.  Minter  (17  L.  D.,  187)  is  directly  in  point  and  supports  the 
view  I  have  just  expressed.    Said  decision  is  affirmed. 
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timber  lani>  contest-character  of  land. 
Johnson  v.  MacMillan. 

The  act  of  June  3,  1878,  provides  for  the  disposition  of  lands  that  are  not,  at  thft 
time  of  sale,  fit  for  cultivation  on  account  of  the  timber  thereon. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land.  Office,  June 

9j  1896.  (W.  M.  W,> 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Oscar  L.  Johosou  ?\  Willis  M.  MacMil* 
Ian,  on  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  June  5, 
1805,  dismissing  his  protest  against  the  timber  laud  application  of  said 
MacMillan  for  lots  9  and  10  and  the  I^.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  30,  T.  23, 
R.  17  W.,  San  Francisco,  California,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  on  April  1,  1891,  Willis  M.  MacMillan  filed  ia 
the  local  land  office  at  San  Francisco,  California,  his  sworn  statement  to 
purchase  the  land  involved  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878  (20  Stat.,  89)* 

MacMillan  gave  notice  of  making  proof,  and  on  July  7, 1891^  one 
George  C.  Johnson  filed  a  protest,  alleging  that  the  land  was  agricul- 
tural in  character. 

A  hearing  was  had,  and  ui)on  the  evidence  submitted  the  local  offi- 
cers found  the  tract  to  be  timber  in  character  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  of  June  3, 1878.  On  appeals  by  said  Johnson  from  the  local 
officers'  decision  and  your  office  decision,  the  finding  of  the  local  offi- 
cers was  sustained  by  your  office  and  the  Department,  and  the  case 
close4  June  18, 1884. 

On  July  23,  1891,  Oscar  L.  Johnson  filed  an  affidavit  and  his  appli- 
cation to  contest  the  right  of  MacMillan  to  enter  said  land  under  the 
act  of.  June  3, 1878,  alleging  that  said  lands 

are  agricultural  in  character,  of  good  soil,  and  will,  when  the  timher  is  removed 
therefrom,  produce  good  crops  such  as  are  raised  in  California,  and  that  the  said 
land  is  not  of  such  character  as  is  subject  to  entry  under  the  act  of  June  3,  1878. 

This  affidavit  was  with  the  record  when  your  office  by  its  letter  "G*^ 
of  June  18, 1894,  closed  the  case  of  George  C.  Johnson  v.  said  MacMil- 
lan.   In  said  letter  <<  G"  it  was  stated  that: 

Oscar  L.  Johnson's  affidavit  and  application  to  couti^st  MaoMillan's  claim  must 
now  be  given  proper  attention,  and  is  hereby  returned  for  due  action  thereon  by  you. 
The  record  in  the  above  entitled  case  (of  George  C.  Johnson),  or  any  part  thereof 
which  yon  may  require,  will  be  returned  on  your  request. 

Thereupon,  the  local  officers  ordered  a  hearing  on  the  affidavit  of 
Oscar  L.  Johnson  to  determine  the  character  of  the  laud  involved. 

Ou  January  16, 1895,  the  local  officers  recommended  that  Oscar  L^ 
Johnson's  contest  be  dismissed. 

Johnson  appealed  to  your  office. 

On  June  5, 1895,  your  office  dismissed  Johnson's  protest,  and  directed 
that  upon  such  decision  becoming  final  that  '^MacMillan's  final  proof 
will  be  accepted,  and  he  will  be  allowed  to  enter  the  land." 

Johnson  appealed. 
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MacMillan  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  your  office  decision,  on  the 
ground  that  no  right  of  appeal  should  have  been  allowed  Johnson. 

On  August  30,  1805,  said  motion  was  denied  by  your  office. 

The  third  si>ecification  of  error  assigned  in  appellant's  appeal  is  as 
follows : 

The  Uou.  CommisAioQer  erred  in  ruling  that  the  evidence  submitted  in  this  case 
shows  the  land  to  be  subject  to  entry  under  the  act  of  June  3,  1878. 

At  the  time  set  for  trial  Johnson  filed  a  motion  for  a  commission  to 
take  the  deiK)sitious  of  five  witnesses  who  were  not  present,  but  if  they 
had  been  present  would  testify  that  the  land  is  chiefly  valuable  as 
agricultural  land,  and  if  cleared  of  its  timber  good  jjaying  crops,  such 
as  are  ordinarily  raised  in  California,  could  be  raised  on  it,  and  an 
ordinary  man  could  make  a  good  living  for  himself  and  family  on  it. 
This  motion  was  granted  by  the  local  officers. 

If  the  case  can  properly  be  determined  on  the  evidence  inti*oduced 
in  this  case  without  considering  the  evidence  in  the  George  C.  Johnson 
case,  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  pass  on  or  discuss  the  other  questions 
presented  by  the  appeal,  for  the  reason  that  if  any  error  was  committed 
by  your  office  in  passing  on  the  other  points  decided,  it  would  be  erix>r 
without  prejudice. 

The  receiver  of  the  local  office  testified  that  Johnson  ottered  Ui  file 
his  homestead  application  for  the  land  in  controversy  and  tendered  the 
filing  fee,  which  was  rejected. 

Johnson  was  called  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  and  testified  that 
he  commenced  the  contest  in  good  faith.  That  he  had  been  over  every 
subdivision  of  the  land  in  question.  That  he  lived  in  a  half  mile  of  it, 
and  had  lived  there  four  years.  That  the  land  was  valuable  for  agricul- 
tural purposes.  That  the  land  would  be  susceptible  of  cultivation  it' 
the  timber  standing  upon  it  were  removed.  The  register  asked  him : 
^*Of  theone  hundred  and  sixty  acres  involved  in  this  contest  how  much 
of  it  is  timber  now  growing  upon  f  "  Thereupon  the  record  shows  that : 
''Counsel  admits  for  Johnson  that  it  is  all  covered  with  timber."  He 
further  testified  that  said  laud  was  covered  with  redwood,  fir  and  oak 
timber.  That  the  redwood  and  fir  trees  average  about  four  feet  in 
diameter  and  the  oak  trees  about  one  foot  in  diameter. 

The  admission  that  the  tract  is  all  covered  with  timber  is  in  its  imtnre 
conclusive  as  against  Johnson  as  to  the  fact  admitted,  and  the  same  is 
true  respecting  his  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  such  timber  and  the 
size  of  the  trees  growing  on  the  land. 

In  United  States  v.  Budd,  144  U.  S.,  155-167,  involving  the  con- 
struction of  the  timber  and  stone  act  of  June  3,  1878,  the  supreme 
court  uses  this  language: 

Lands  are  nut  excluded  from  the  seo))e  of  the  act  because  in  the  future,  by  large 
expenditures  of  money  and  labor,  they  may  be  rendered  suitable  for  cultivation.  It 
IB  enough  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  they  are  not.  in  their  then  condition,  fit 
therefor.  The  statute  does  not  refer  to  the  probabilities  of  the  future,  but  to  the 
facts  of  the  preseut. 
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The  rule  announced  in  the  Bndd  case  has  been  followed  by  the 
Department.  See  Kelly  t?.  Ogan^  15  L.  D.,  564;  Gilmore  r.  Simpson, 
16  L.  D.,  546;  Robert  v.  Brownell,  18  L.  D.,  216,  and  Gibson  v.  Smith, 
Id.,  249.  In  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that  the  word  ^Himber"  as 
used  in  the  act  of  June  3, 187S,  refers  to  such  trees  as  are  valuable  for 
commercial  purposes.  The  timber  on  the  land  involved  testified  to  by 
Johnson  is  certainly  valuable  for  commercial  purposes. 

Por  these  reasons  your  office  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


McLean  r.  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  21,  1896,  22 
L.  D.,  227,  denied  by  Secretary  Smith,  June  9,  1896. 


towtf  lot— settle2v1ext  lught-traxsferee. 

Della  Beown  ET  AL. 

The  possessory  right  acquired  by  tbe  first  occupant  of  a  town  lot  is  a  proper  subject 
of  sale  and  transfer,  and  the  delivery  of  actual  jiossession  to  the  iinrchaser, 
before  the  prior  occupant  leaves  the  lot,  renders  the  date  of  his  occupancy 
available  to  the  purchaser  if  he  continues  his  occupancy  until  the  date  of  tbe 
townsite  entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June 

9,  1896.  (0.  J.  W.) 

On  November  3, 1893,  Delia  Brown  filed  her  application  before  town- 
site  board  No.  8,  for  a  deed  to  lot  17,  block  24,  Perry,  Oklahoma, 
alleging  that  she  was  the  first  occupant  of  the  lot,  and  that  she  had 
made  valuable  improvements  on  it.  On  the  same  day  Mary  Patterson 
filed  her  application  for  deed  to  this  lot,  alleging  that  she  purchased 
the  possessory  right  of  J.  P.  Jones  to  the  same,  and  that  since  said 
purchase  she  has  been  an  occupant  tliereof,  and  had  made  valuable 
improvements. 

On  November  15,  1893,  Alexander  M.  McElhiniiey  filed  his  applica- 
tion for  a  deed  to  said  lot,  alleging  that  he  took  possession  of  it  on 
September  IG,  1893,  and  that  he  was  an  occupant  thereof. 

Perry  Pringle  and  Alice  E.  Lionberger,  after  filing  applications  made 
default  at  the  time  of  the  hearing,  and  have  ceased  to  be  parties  to  the 
controversy. 

The  contest  at  the  hearing  was  between  Delia  Brown,  Mary  Patter- 
son and  Alexander  M.  McElhinncy,  at  which  hearing  some  forty  wit- 
nesses testified,  their  testimony  covering  over  three  hundred  tyi)e- 
written  pages,  and  forming  altogether  a  mass  of  badly  confiicting 
testimony,  much  of  which  is  inimsiterial.  That  it  is  difficult  to  extract 
certain  truth  from  it,  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  each  member  of  the 
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board  was  led  to  a  different  conclasion  by  it,  as  to  who  was  the  first 
occupant  of  the  lot.  Que  member  of  said  board  found  that  Delia 
Brown  reached  it  first;  another  that  Mary  Patterson  was  first,  and  the 
third  that  McElhinney  was  the  first  occupant.  Each  of  the  applicants 
appealed  from  the  decisions  which  were  adverse  to  them,  and  ssud 
appeals  were  considered  together  by  your  office  on  September  3, 1895, 
and  the  conclusion  reached,  that  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
showed  that  John  P.  Jones  was  the  first  to  occupy  and  stake  the  lot; 
that  he  transferred  his  possession  and  right  to  Mrs.  Patterson  on  the 
afternoon  of  September  16, 1893,  and  that  she  has  continued  the  occu- 
pancy, has  improved  the  lot,  and  is  entitled  to  a  deed  for  it.  From 
this  decision  Alexander  M.  McElhinney  and  Delia  Brown  have  each 
appealed. 

Delia  Brown  insists  that  it  was  error  not  to  find  that  by  a  prepon- 
derance of  the  testimony,  she  is  shown  to  have  been  the  first  occupant 
of  the  lot,  and  McElhinney  insisting  that  it  was  error  not  to  find  that 
he  was  first.  Each  of  the  appeals  contains  the  allegation,  that  it  was 
error  to  hold  that  Jones  transferred,  or  could  transfer,  his  occupancy 
and  possession  to  Mrs.  Patterson,  and  that  she  thereby  got  the  benefit 
of  bis  occupancy.  The  appeals  therefore  present  two  grounds  of 
error,— one  being  an  error  of  fact,  and  the  other  an  error  of  law.  These 
will  be  considered  in  the  order  stated. 

After  considering  the  theories  of  the  evidence  presented  in  tlie 
opinions  of  the  different  members  of  the  board,  as  well  as  the  th<K>ries 
presented  in  the  arguments  of  counsel,  in  connection  with  the  record 
Itself,  I  am  leil  to  concur  with  your  office  in  finding  that  Jones  was  the 
first  x)erson  who  occupied  and  staked  the  lot  in  question  on  the  day  of 
the  opening,  and  that  he  transferred  his  possession  of  the  same  soon 
afterwards,  on  the  evening  of  that  day  to  Mrs.  Patterson. 

The  remaining  question  is,  Did  the  transfer  of  his  possession  to  Mrs. 
Patterson,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  permit  her  to  tack  his  prior 
possession  to  her  subsequent  possession,  so  as  to  give  her  the  benefit 
of  it,  as  between  herself  and  one  who  claims  to  have  come  upon  the 
lot,  before  the  transfer  was  effected.  It  is  insisted  in  the  first  place 
tbat  Jones  bad  nothing  to  sell  or  transfer,  and  in  the  second  place  that 
the  written  evidence  of  the  transfer  on  the  back  of  Jones'  booth  certifi- 
cate is  inadmissible,  because  not  acknowledged  before  a  proper  officer. 
Jones  seems  to  have  been  a  qualified  lot  occupant,  and  the  evidence 
shows  tbat  be  made  the  run  from  the  line  on  the  day  of  opening,  start- 
ing with  others  at  the  proper  time,  and  that  he  reached  and  staked  this 
lot,  while  it  was  yet  unoccupied,  and  that  be  was  upon  it  in  person 
with  his  horse  and  saddle  when  Mrs.  Patterson  reached  it,  and  proposed 
to  buy  him  out. 

In  my  opinion  be  had  initiated  a  settlement  upon  the  lot,  which 
being  maintained  until  the  time  of  the  townsite  entry  embracing  it, 
would  have  entitled  bim  to  a  def  d,  and  be  thereby  acquired  such  a  con- 
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tin  gent  interest  in  the  lot,  as  might  lawfully  be  made  the'  subject  of 
sale  or  transfer.  Your  office  properly  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
determine,  whether  the  writing  on  the  booth  certificate  offered  to  prove 
the  transfer  from  Jones  to  Mrs.  Patterson,  was  admissible  or  not, — the 
fact  being  one  which  conld  as  well  be  established  by  parol  as  by 
written  evidence.  Jones  testified  orally  to  the  sale  and  transfer  of  his 
possession  and  to  the  receipt  of  the  money  paid  him  in  consideration 
of  the  same. 

Settlement  rights  nnder  homestead  laws  are  distingaishable  from 
such  rights  where  the  settlement  is  made  ux)on  a  town  lot.  The  sale  of 
the  improvements  of  a  prior  homestead  settler  does  not  make  his  date 
of  settlement  available  to  his  Vendee,  for  the  reason  that  the  establish- 
ment of  personal  residence,  within  a  prescribed  time,  and  the  mainte- 
nance of  such  residence  for  a  prescribed  period,  are  required  under  the 
homestead  laws.  The  reason  for  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  settlement 
on  or  occupancy  of  town  lots,  under  the  townsite  laws,  nor  does  the 
rule  itself.  The  sale  of  his  evidences  of  settlement  by  a  first  occupant 
of  a  town  lot,  and  the  delivery  of  actual  possession  of  such  lot  to  the 
purchaser,  before  the  first  occupant  leaves  it,  renders  the  date  of  his 
occupancy  available  to  the  purchaser,  who  continues  the  occupancy 
until  the  date  of  the  townsite  entry. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


SO]LI>IER'S    ADDITIONAT.    HOME8TEAI>-SECTION    7,   ACT   OF    MARCH   8, 

1891. 

Welch  v,  Petbb  et  al. 

The  purchaser  of  a  soldier's  additional  homestead  right  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  confirmatory  provisions  of  section  7,  act  of  March  3, 1891. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

.9,  1896,  (0.  J.  W.) 

• 
On  August  31,  1887,  Matthew  B.  North  made  soldier's  additional 

homestead  entry,  No.  36G1,  F.  G.  1329,  for  the  N.  J  SE.  J  and  lot  4  Sec. 
20,  T.  62  N.,  R.  14  W.,  based  on  certilicate  of  right  issued  by  your 
office  in  North's  name  on  September  12, 1878.  By  letter  "  C  ^  of  Decem- 
ber 28, 1889,  your  office  held  said  entry  for  cancellation,  because  based 
on  military  service  performed  in  the  Missouri  Home  Guard.  Assignees 
of  North  appealed  to  the  Department. 

On  April  8th,  1890,  William  Welch  filed  his  application  to  enter  the 
land  in  dispute,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  for  conflict 
with  North's  entry,  and  Welch  appealed  to  your  office.  Your  office 
without  acting  on  said  appeal  forwarded  it  to  this  Department  for 
consideration  in  connection  with   North's  appeal,  but  no  notice  was 
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taken  of  it  in  the  decision  rendered  here,  as  it  was  not  covered  by  the 
api)eal  from  your  office.  In  said  decision  rendered  June  16, 1892,  it  was 
held  that  the  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  in  the  name  of  Mat- 
thew B.  North  was  confirmed  by  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1801  (26  Stat.,  1095).  A  motion  for  review  of  said  decision  was  daly 
fileil  and  allowed,  and  on  June  2,  1893,  on  review  of  the  same,  said 
decision  was  reversed  and  recalled,  and  it  was  held  that  said  entry, 
made  in  the  name  of  said  North  was  not  covered  by  the  confirmatory 
provisions  of  section  7,  act  of  Mjirch  3,  1891,  supra. 

In  promulgating  the  decision  of  June  16, 1892,  your  office  affiirmed 
the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  Welch's  application,  but  iu 
the  notice  to  Welch's  attorney  it  was  simply  stated  that  action  had 
been  taken  in  his  case  by  promulgating  departmental  decision  of  Juue 
16, 1892.  This  was  by  letter  "C"  of  your  office  of  July  7, 1892,  and 
seems  to  have  led  to  the  filing  of  the  motion  for  review  of  departmeutal 
decision  of  June  16, 1892,  which  resulted  in  the  reversal  of  the  same,  and 
the  cancellation  of  North's  entry.  (16  L.  D.,  484.)  This  last  decision 
was  promulgated  by  your  office  letter  "C"  of  July  6, 1893,  in  which  tbe 
local  officers  were  directed  to  advise  the  parties  interested  in  the  entry 
of  North  that  thirty  days  from  said  notice  would  be  allowed  iu  which 
they  might  take  action  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1893  (27  Stat.,  593), 
and  in  a  letter  of  same  date  Welch's  attorneys  were  advised  that  his 
application  could  not  be  considered  until  the  expiration  of  said  thirty 
days. 

The  transferees  of  North  filed  application  iu  the  local  office  to  par- 
chase  June  5, 1893,  upon  which  action  had  been  suspended  until  your 
office  letter  "C"  of  July  6,  1893,  was  received,  when  the  same  was 
allowed,  and  cash  entry  12440  made,  dated  July  12,  1893.  Your  office 
letter  "C"  of  January  24, 1894,  held  said  entry  to  be  regular,  and  that 
the  same  would  be  approved  for  patent  after  thirty  days,  which  wa^ 
allowed  Welch  and  his  attorney  to  take  action. 

February  24, 1894,  attorneys  for  Welch  filed  in  your  office  motion  for 
review  and  reconsideration  of  your  office  decisions  of  July  7, 1892,  and 
January  24,  1894,  affecting  said  tracts.  On  May  4,  1894,  your  office 
reversed  said  decisions,  and  held  that  action  taken  by  your  office  under 
departmental  decision  of  June  16,  1892,  including  the  affirmsince  of  the 
action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  Welch's  application,  was  ma^le 
void  and  of  no  eflTect  by  the  reversal  and  recalling  of  said  decision,  and 
left  Welch's  application  in  the  status  of  being  then  before  your  office 
on  the  appeal  of  Welch  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting 
it,  and  further  that  Welch's  application  appearing  to  be  regular,  his 
rights  under  said  application  were  superior  to  those  of  North's  trans- 
ferees. Whereupon  your  office  held  cash  entry  No.  12440,  for  cancella- 
tion  as  to  N.  ^  SE.  J  Sec.  20,  T.  62  N.,  R.  14  W.,  and  that  Welch  would 
be  allowed  to  make  entry  for  the  same. 

On  July  15,  1894,  Douglas  A.  Petre  and   Robert  F.  Fitzgerald, 
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assignees,  filed  their  appeal  from  said  office  decision  of  May  4, 1894,  in 
which  they  make  the  following  specification  of  errors: 

1.  It  was  error  to  hold  that  tho  conteutiou  of  Welch,  that  he  was  not  notified  of 
departmental  decision  of  June  16;  1892,  but  only  of  the  promulgation  of  said  deci- 
sion, is  sustained  by  the  records  of  the  Commissioner's  office. 

2.  In  holding  that  Welch's  application  had  the  present  status  of  beiug  before  your 
office  oil  the  appeal  from  its  rejection  by  the  local  officers. 

3.  In  holding  that  his  rights  under  his  application  were  superior  to  those  of  North's 
transferees. 

4.  In  not  holding  that  the  transferees  of  North  had  the  right  to  purchase  the  tract 
covered  by  North's  former  entry  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Maroh  3, 18d3. 

5.  In  holding  cash  entry  12440  for  cancellation. 

The  foregoing  statement  of  facts  indicates  the  steps  heretofore  taken 
in  the  litigation  between  the  x)arties. 

In  the  light  of  recent  adjudications  by  the  highest  courts,  it  is  not 
deemed  necessary  to  consider  the  grounds  of  error  set  out  in  the 
present  api>eal. 

When  this  case  was  first  before  the  Department  on  appeal  from  your 
office,  June  16, 1892,  (Letter- press  copy  book,  No.  24G,  page  341),  it  was 
then  held  that  the  entry  in  question  having  been  made  by  North  August 
31, 1887,  and  sold  after  said  entry,  before  March  1, 1888,  to  parties  who 
were  guilty  of  no  fraud,  should  be  confirmed  under  the  7th  section  of 
the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  the  transfer  of  the  same  naving 
been  made  when  there  was  no  adverse  claim.    It  was  then  said, 

Tlie  applicants  have  furnished  an  abstract  of  title,  duly  certified,  showing  the 
c«>nTeyance  of  said  tract,  and  who  are  the  present  owners  thereof;  they  have  also 
furnished  affidavits  that  the  tract  has  not  been  reconveyed  to  the  eutryman,  and 
that  they  are  bona  fide  purchasers.  You  will  therefore  issue  a  patent  on  the  entry  in 
qnestiou. 

This  decision,  after  its  promulgation,  was  recalled  by  the  Depart- 
ment and  reversed  in  the  case  of  Cleveland  r.  North  et  al.  (16  L.  D., 
484),  in  which  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  was  ordered,  for  the  reason 
as  stated  that  the  sale  of  a  soldier's  additional  homestead  right  was 
illegal  and  such  purchaser  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  confirma- 
tory provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891.  This  later  decision  is  now 
under  review,  and  the  case  may  be  regarded  as  open.  The  supreme 
court  in  the  recent  case  of  Alfred  F,  Webster  i\  Milo  J.  Luther  and 
Louis  Eoncbleau  (163  U.  S.,)  1ms  distinctly  and  plainly  held  that  the 
soldier's  right  to  additional  homestead,  is  assignable  and  transferable 
under  the  statute,  and  this  notwithstanding  the  practice  may  have  been 
different  under  the  Land  Department.  It  is  therefore  apparent  that 
the  decision  of  the  16th  of  June,  1892,  announced  properly  the  law  of 
the  case,  as  it  was  then  and  is  now,  and  should  not  have  been  disturbed. 
The  case  being  open  and  the  assignees  still  applicants  for  the  confirn^a- 
tion  of  said  entry,  it  is  held  that  the  application  of  Welch  to  make 
entry  was  properly  denied,  and  that  the  entry  stand  confirmed  and 
patent  issue  in  accordance  with  said  decision  of  16th  of  June,  1892. 
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WAGOX    ROAD    GRANT- W  1TU1>RAWAL— SETTLEMENT-ENTRT— SELEC- 

TION. 

Willamette  Valley  and  Cascade  Mt.  Wagon   Road  Co.  r. 

Bbuner. 

WLile  DO  rights  are  acquired  as  against  the  government  by  settlement  on  land  with- 
drawn in  aid  of  a  congressional  grant,  and  entries  of  lands  so  reserveil  ahoald 
not  be  allowed,  yet,  nnder  the  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  this  grant  wherein 
no  rights  to  specific  tracts  are  acquired  prior  to  selection^  and  entries  or  filings 
have  been  allowed,  based  on  settlement  prior  to  selection,  in  violation  of  said 
withdrawal,  the  Department  may,  in  its  exercise  of  its  supervisory  authority, 
require  tho  selection  of  other  tracts,  if  it  appears  that  the  grant  can  be  fully 
satisfied  from  the  remaining  lands;  and  to  this  end  entries  or  tilings  of  such 
character  may  be  suspended  to  await  the  adjustment  of  the  grant. 

The  departmental  order,  given  in  the  case  of  Peter  demons  against  said  company, 
directing  the  cancellation  of  all  entries  allowed  after  said  withdrawal,  is  accord- 
ingly modified. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

9^1896.  .  (F.  W.C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  Willamette  Valley  and  Cascade 
Mountain  Wagon  Road  Co.,  from  your  office  decision  of  December  18, 
1894,  dismissing  its  protest  against  the  final  proof  tendered  by  Philip 
Bruner  upon  his  homestead  entry  covering  lots  1^  2  and  3,  Sec.  31,  T. 
22  S.,  K.  32^  E.,  Burns  land  district,  Oregon. 

These  tracts  are  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  ordered  by  your 
office  letter  of  July  10, 1874,  on  account  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act 
of  July  o,  1866  (14  Stat.,  89),  nnder  which  said  company  claims,  which 
order  was  received  at  the  local  office  August  G,  1874,  and  it  is  on  account 
of  this  reservation  that  the  company's  protest  is  based. 

The  land  was  free  from  claim,  so  far  as  the  record  shows,  at  the  date 
of  withdrawal,  but  on  November  20,  1889,  the  local  officers  permitted 
Bruner  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land. 

Prior  to  said  date,  to  wit,  on  July  17, 1884,  the  company  had  made 
selection  of  this  laud. 

Bruner  made  proof  upon  his  entry,  after  due  notice  by  publication, 
in  which  it  was  shown  that  he  settled  on  the  land  March  1, 1884,  and 
has  since  continuously  resided  thereon  and  improved  the  land. 

Your  office  decision  held  that  because  Bruner  had  shown  settlement 
prior  to  the  company's  selection,  that  a  valid  claim  was  initiated 
thereby  that  was  a  bar  to  the  company's  selection. 

This  case  is  governed  by  the  principles  announced  by  this  Depart- 

m 

meut  in  the  case  of  said  company  against  Hagan  (20  L.  D.,  259), 
wherein  it  was  held  (syllabus) : 

No  rights  either  legal  or  eqaltable  as  against  the  grantee  can  be  acquired  hj 
settlement  on,  or  entry  of  lands  withdrawn  by  executive  anthority  in  aid  of  a  con- 
gressional grant^  and  the  failure  of  a  grantee  in  such  case  to  respond  to  the  pub- 
lished notice  of  a  settler's  intention  to  submit  final  proof,  can  not  operate  to  defeat 
the  grantee's  right  of  selection. 
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Under  this  decision  Bruner's  entry  woold  of  necessity  be  canceled,  as 
was  directed  in  the  case  of  Peter  demons  v,  Willamette  Valley  and 
Cascade  Mountain  Wagon  Boad  Compauy  (L.  and  E.  Press  book  326, 
p.  114),  bat  for  the  reasons  hereafter  given  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  his 
entry  should  be  ])ermitted  to  remain  of  record. 

In  this  connection  I  must  review,  to  some  extent,  the  history  of  the 
grant,  and  the  facts  are  taken  partly  from  those  recited  in  departmental 
letter  of  January  27,  1S94  (18  L.  D.,  25). 

The  company's  line  of  constructed  road  is  448.7  miles  long,  and  aa 
the  grant  was  one  of  quantity — three  sections  per  mile — it  aggregates 
861,504  acres. 

There  had  been  patented  on  account  of  this  grant,  prior  to  January 
27, 1894, 549,809.29  acres,  and  161,274.42  acres  have  since  been  patented, 
together  amounting  to  711,083.71  acres.  This  leaves  150,420,29  acres 
yet  due  on  account  of  this  grant. 

This  grant  was  "  three  sections  per  mile  to  be  selected  within  six  miles 
of  said  road,'^  and  as  the  lands  were  early  withdrawn  to  the  full  extent 
of  six  miles  on  each  side  of  the  road,  the  withdrawal  was  nearly  twice 
the  amount  of  the  grant. 

Your  office  letter  of  January  2, 1894,  reported  that  of  the  lands  with- 
drawn 752,811.74  acres  were  vacant  and  unselected,  and  that  in  addition 
thereto  17,824.18  acres  had  been  selected  to  which  there  were  adverse 
claims. 

In  departmentiil  letter  of  January  27, 1894  {supra),  you  were  directed 
to  serve  notice  upon  the  grant  claimant  requiring  the  completion  of 
selections  on  account  of  the  grant  within  ninety  days  from  notice,  after 
which  time  the  withdrawal  formerly  made  and  maintained  would  be 
revoked. 

No  direction  was  given  as  to  the  disposition  of  the  adverse  claims. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  of  the  752,811.74  acres  reiK)rted  to  be 
vacant  and  unselected  within  the  withdrawal  made  on  account  of  this 
grant,  462,621.74  acres  were  shown  to  be  surveyed  lands  (more  than 
three  times  the  amount  necessary  to  fill  the  full  complement  of  the 
grant),  the  order  requiring  that  selection  be  made  within  ninety  days 
after  notice,  under  penalty  of  revocation  of  the  withdrawal,  was  sus- 
pended by  departmental  letter  of  March  15,  1894  (L.  D.  Press  copy 
book  280-416),  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  bill  was  i>ending  in  Congress 
providing  for  the  survey  of  the  lands  within  the  limits  of  this  grant. 
This  suspension  seems  to  have  stood  until  March  28, 1895,  when  in  con- 
sidering the  case  of  said  wagon  road  against  Hagan  (20  L,  D.,  259),  it 
was  said: 

While  I  recognize  the  propriety  of  the  \irithrlrawal  made  by  the  executive  to  pro- 
tect this  compauy  in  the  exercise  of  its  right  tu  make  selection  in  satisfaction  of  its 
grant,  I  am  also  impressed  with  the  importance  of  requiring  the  company  to  make 
the  selections  necessary  to  satisfy  this  grant  as  speedily  as  possible,  in  order  that 
the  surplus  remaining  in  the  limits  of  this  withdrawal  may  l>e  restored  to  settlement 
and  entry.    The  reason  alleged  by  the  company  for  failure  to  make  selections  to 
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satisfy  the  gnmt  is,  that  the  Government  has  failed  to  have  the  lands  surveyed. 
That  reason  no  longer  exists.  The  act  of  August  20, 18d4  (28  Stat.,  423),  authorizes 
the  deposit  of  a  sufficient  sum  by  the  owners  of  grants  of  public  lands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  a  survey  of  the  townships  within  the  limits  of  their  grants.  If  this 
company  refuses  to  accept  the  benefit  of  this  act,  it  will  he  required  to  make  ils 
selections  fh>m  the  surveyed  portion  of  lands  alou^  the  line  of  its  road,  and  the 
withdrawal  of  the  unsurveyed  lands  along  the  lino  of  the  road  will  be  revoked.  It 
will,  therefore,  be  notified  that  a  survey  must  be  made  of  such  lands  as  it  desires  to 
survey,  on  or  before  November  1st  next,  and  to  make  all  selections  necessary  to  sat- 
isfy its  grant,  within  ninety  days  thereafter,  and  thereafter  the  withdrawals  will  be 
revoked. 

Au  extension  of  this  time  for  one  year  was  granted  by  departmental 
letter  of  October  26, 1895  (L.  and  B.  Press  Book,  315  p.  315). 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  great  liberality  has  been  extended  so  as 
to  preserve,  as  fieir  as  possible,  the  full  quantity  of  the  lands  within  the 
grant  from  which  to  satisfy,  by  selection,  the  amount  granted. 

It  appears,  however,  from  the  report  of  your  office,  that  entries  have 
been  erroneously  allowed  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  main- 
tained on  account  of  this  grant;  to  what  extent  I  am  not  advised,  but 
not  a  great  many. 

While  it  is  clear  that,  technically  speaking,  these  entries  were 
improperly  allowed,  being  in  conflict  with  the  withdrawal  ordered  by 
your  office,  yet  no  rights  were  acquired  by  the  wagon  road  company 
by  reason  of  said  withdrawal. 

As  the  lands  granted  were,  by  the  terms  of  the  act  making  the  grant, 
^^to  be  selected,'^  no  right  was  acquired  to  any  specific  tract  until 
formal  selection  thereof  had  been  made.  Prior  to  tiiis  time,  as  before 
recited  in  this  opinion,  Bruner  settled  ui)on  the  land  in  question,  and 
while  I  recognize  the  right  of  the  company,  under  the  grant,  to  make 
selection,  yet  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  under  the  sui^ervisory  power 
with  which  this  Department  is  invested  in  the  matter  of  adjustment  of 
these  grants,  if,  as  it  would  seem,  this  grant  can  be  fully  satisfied  with- 
out resort  to  this  tract,  shown  to  be  improved  to  great  value,  the  com- 
pany should  be  required  to  select  some  other  tract  within  the  Unuts  of 
its  grant,  not  so  occupied  and  improved. 

It  is  not  my  x>urpose  to  authorize  the  continuation  of  the  allowance 
of  entries  within  the  reserved  limits,  but,  as  to  those  tracts  upon  which 
entries  or  filings  have  been  allowed,  and  the  lands  improved  as  shown 
in  this  case,  that  such  tracts  should  not  be  awarded  the  company  in 
the  adjustment  of  its  grant,  if  it  can  be  satisfie<l  without  resorting 
thereto,  and  I .  have  therefore  to  direct  that  all  such  entries  be 
suspended  to  await  the  final  adjustment  of  the  wagon  road  grant. 

The  order  for  cancellation  of  all  entries  allowed  subsequent  to  with- 
drawal, given  in  the  case  of  Peter  demons  et  aLj  before  referred  to, 
is  modified  accordingly. 
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SWAMP  LAXn  IXDEMXITY  CERTIFICATLTS— ACT  OF  MARCH  «,  1880. 

State  of  Michigan. 

The  general  provisious  of  xlie  act  of  March  2,  1889,  restricting  the  sale  of  piihlio 
lands  at  private  entry  to  the  State  of  Missouri,  did  not  contemplate  the  nulliti- 
cation  of  the  special  right  conferred  hy  the  act  of  March  2,  1855,  apon  States  to 
locate  swamp  indemnity  certificates  on  lands  that  were  at  the  date  of  said  jict 
snbject  to  entry  at  one  dollar  and  twenty  five  cents  per  acre. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

9,  18im,  (W.  F.  M.) 

On  October  30,  1895,  the  State  of  Michigan  located  5,014.76  acres  of 
land  under  swamp  land  indemnity  certificate  No.  7,  originally  issued 
May  21,  1887.  It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  describe  the  lands  more 
fully  than  to  state  that  they  are  situated  in  the  Marquette  district, 
neither  is  it  considered  a  material  fact  that  the  location  was  made 
under  a  duplicate  or  certified  copy  of  the  original,  the  latter  having 
been  lost  by  the  State. 

The  State  has  appealed  from  the  decision  of  your  ofiice  holding  the 
location  for  cancellation  on  the  ground  that  the  certificate  is  only  locat- 
able  on  lands  subject  to  private  entry  at  one  dollar  and  a  quarter  an 
acre,  and  that  there  are  no  longer  any  lauds  of  that  character  in  the 
State  of  Michigan. 

The  indemnity  provision  under  the  authority  of  which  the  certificate 
in  question  was  issued  is  contained  in  the  second  section  of  an  act  enti- 
tled ''An  act  for  the  relief  of  purchasers  and  locators  of  swamp  au<l 
overflowed  lands,*'  approved  March  2,  1855,  that  pare  of  the  section  to 
which  reference  is  had  being  as  follows : 

Where  the  lands  have  heen  located  by  warrant  or  scrip^  the  State  or  States  shall 
be  anthorized  to  locate  a  quantity  of  like  amount,  npon  any  of  the  public  lands  sub- 
ject to  entry  at  one  dollar  and  a  quarter  per  acre,  or  less,  and  patents  shall  issue 
therefor  npon  the  terms  and  conditions  enumerated  in  the  act  aforesaid.     10  Stat.,  634. 

This  act  is  remedial  as  shown  both  by  its  title  and  its  particular  pro- 
visions and  should  be  construed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  efl:ectuate  its 
objects  rather  than  to  defeat  them.  Those  objects  are  twofold,  first,  to 
afford  relief  to  persons  who  had  made  entries  of  lands  that  had  passed 
t(>  the  States  uuder  the  swamp  land  act  of  September  28, 1850,  0  Stat., 
519,  and  second,  to  indemnify  the  States  for  losses  occasioned  by  such 
entries. 

At  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  there  were  public  lands  in  the 
State  *'  subject  to  entry  at  one  dollar  and  a  quarter  per  acre  "  and  it 
was  unquestionably  the  intention  of  Congress  that  those  lands  should 
be  utilized  for  indemnity  purposes.  By  a  later  act  (25  Stat.,  854,)  it 
was  provided  that  ^'from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act  no  public 
lands  of  the  United  States  except  those  in  the  State  of  Missouri  shall 
be  subject  to  private  entry,"  but  it  is  not  conceivable  that  by  this  gen- 
eral provision  it  was  intended  to  nullify  a  special  statute  enacted  for  a 
10332— VOL  22 42 
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remedial  purpose.  TLis  conclasion  is  particularly  irresistible  in  view 
of  the  attitude  of  tbe  State  in  e<iuity;  for  wbile  it  would  not  be  accu- 
rate to  say  that  the  State  has  a  vested  right  of  indemnity  location^  yet 
it  is  strictly  within  the  law  to  say  that  thrre  existed  a  vested  interest 
in  the  losses  which  are  specified  as  the  basis  of  the  .proposed  location, 
and  it  is  not  thought  to  be  going  too  far  to  lay  it  down  that  the  State 
could  not,  without  its  consent,  have  been  divested  of  its  interest  by  any 
act  of  Congress. 

This  reasoning  api)ears  to  be  supported  by  late  expressions  of  this 
Department,  as  in  the  case  of  Swineford  et  al,  r.  Piper,  19  L.  I>.,  9, 
where  it  was  contended  that  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1887  (24  Stat.,  556,)  was  repealed  by  the  provision  now  under  discus- 
sion, the  following  language  is  used: 

It  u«ed  only  be  said  thut  the  repeal  of  laws  by  implication  is  not  favored,  and, 
owing  to  the  fact  that  tbe  tifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  vested  a  remedy 
in  those  who  had  purchased  of  the  railroad  company  in  good  faith,  the  Congress 
certainly  had  no  intention  of  taking  that  remedy  away  before  the  Department  eoold 
ascertain  or  pass  upon  it. 

xVgain,  in  Wheeler  r.  The  Bessy  Heirs,  21  L.  D.,  518,  in  discussing 
the  policy  of  the  act,  it  is  said : 

Under  said  former  policy  (before  March  2,  1889),  any  person  who  was,  or  who  had 
declared  his  intention  tu  become  a  citizen,  could  buy  as  much  land  as  he  could  raise 
money  to  pay  for,  and  secure  title  by  "private  entry  "  or  "private  cash  entry."  In 
this  Way  non-resident  speculatorn  were  absorbing  numberless  tracts  of  land,  and 
holding  them  from  cultivation,  hoping  to  realize  the  "  uneameil  increment''  which 
would  accrue  from  the  labor  of  others  in  developing  the  country.  This  practice 
was  against  the  policy  of  Congress  which  encouraged  actual  settlers  in  go«>d  faith 
and  residents.  Therefore  Congress  put  a  stop  to  it.  The  act  of  March  2,  1889,  had 
no  other  purpose.  It  disturbed  no  bona  fide  rights  whether  vested  or  inchoate.  It 
simply  said  that  from  and  after  its  date,  the  practice  of  selling  "offered  *'  land  to 
private  pensons  for  cash  should  be  discontinued. 

These  conclusions  render  unnecessary  any  discussion  as  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  descriptive  phrase  *^  public  lands  subject  to  entry  at  one 
dollar  and  a  quarter  i)er  acre,"  and  similar  expressions,  when  found  in 
general  legislation. 

The  decision  ap]>ealed  from  is  reversed. 


SKCONI>  C:<>NTEST— QUALIFICATIONS  OF  C CONTESTANT— PRIORITY. 

Taylor  r.  Henderson  et  al. 

A  second  contestant  who,  in  addition  to  the  charge  maile  in  the  prior  suit,  alleges 
that  the  contestant  therein  is  disqualified  as  an  entryman,  is  not  entitled  to  be 
heard  thereon  during  the  pendency  of  said  proceedings;  and  in  the  event  of  the 
cancellation  of  the  entry  under  attack  as  the  result  of  said  proceedings,  sach 
contestant  is  entitled  to  no  priority  of  right  to  proceed  against  the  subaeqnent 
entry  of  the  successful  contestant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

9,  1896.  (W,  M,  W.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  George  W.  Taylor  r.  Jolin  C,  Hen* 
derson  and  William  H.  Duncan,  on  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your 
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office  decision  of  February  9,  1895,  rejecting  his  application  to  inter- 
vene in  the  case  of  William  H.  Duncan  r.  John  C.  Henderson,  involv- 
ing the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  17  X.,  E.  2  AV.,  (iuthrie,  Oklahoma,  land 
district. 

In  order  to  clearly  understand  the  questions  ijivolved  in  this  case  it 
becomes  necessary  to  refer  at  some  length  to  the  record  in  the  case  oi 
John  C.  Henderson  r,  C.  C.  Holland,  as  well  as  the  recoi*d  in  the  case 
at  bar. 

On  April  23,  1889,  Holland  made  homestead  entr}'^  for  the  tract. 

On  July  21),  1889,  Henderson  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against 
Holland's  entry,  charging  that  Holland  was  disqualifi^^d  to  make  entry 
of  said  tract  by  reason  of  having  entered  the  Territory  before  noon  of 
April  22,  1889. 

A  hearing  Avas  held,  and  the  local  officers  found  in  favor  of  Hender- 
son and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  Holland's  entry. 

On  January  19,  1891,  William  H.  Duncan  filed  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test charging  that  both  Holland  and  Henderson  were  disqualified  to 
make  entry  of  said  land,  and  asked  to  be  allowed  to  intervene  and 
submit  proof  in  support  of  his  charges. 

On  January  20,  1892,  your  office  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  local 
officers  in  favor  of  Henderson.  At  the  same  time  it  was  held  that 
Duncan's  affidavit  was  not  filed  until  after  Henderson's;  that  Duncan's 
allegations  against  Henderson  could  not  at  that  time  be  considered, 
and  Duncan's  application  to  intervene  and  contest  Henderson's  claim 
was  thereupon  refused,  upon  the  ground  that  "  no  contest  suit  can  be 
initiated  against  him  prior  to  entry." 

Holland  appealed,  and  on  November  17,  1893,  the  Department 
affirmed  the  judgment  of  your  office,  and  directed  the  cancellation  of 
Holland's  entry. 

Holland  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  the  departmental  decision. 

On  February  19,  1894,  Holland  filed  in  the  local  office  a  withdrawial 
of  his  motion  for  review,  then  pending  before  the  Department,  and  a 
relinquishment  of  his  entry.  At  the  same  time,  George  W.  Taylor 
made  an  application  to  enter  said  tract  under  the  homestead  law, 
which  he  claims  was  accepted,  but  which  in  fact  was  rejected.  Taylor 
api)ealed  to  your  office. 

On  March  3,  1894,  Henderson  api>lied  to  enter  the  land;  but  his 
application  was  not  acted  uiion  because  of  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  the 
register  of  the  local  office. 

On  March  8,  1894,  the  Department  returned  to  your  office  the 
papers  in  the  case  of  Henderson  v.  Holland,  without  action  cm  Holland's 
motion  for  review. 

On  March  22, 1894,  your  office  closed  the  case  of  Henderson  v.  Hol- 
land, and  directed  the  local  officers  to  notify  Henderson  that  he  would 
be  allowed  thirty  days  to  exercise  his  preference  right  of  entry,  and 
added:  '^Ton  will  in  no  wise  affect  the  right  of  Duncan  first  and 
Taylor  subsequently  to  attack  such  entry,  if  they  so  elect." 
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Ou  April  4,  1894,  Taylor  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  this  decision  of 
yoar  office,  which  was  denied. 

On  Jnne  2, 1894,  Henderson  made  entry  for  the  tract  under  his  pref- 
erence right  accorded  by  your  office  letter  of  March  22, 1894. 

On  June  4, 1894,  T^-ylor  tiled  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  Heuder- 
aou's  entry,  charging,  inter  alia  : 

That  one  John  C.  Henderson  claims  said  laud  by  virtue  of  a  contest.  That  said 
Henderson  is  not  a  qualified  eutryman  for  Oklahoma  lands,  for  the  reason  that  be 
admitted  that  he  entered  upou  aud  came  iut<i  the  Oklahoma  country,  and  on  autl 
across  that  part  of  it  which  is  known  as  Payno  county,  O.  T.,  ou  lYidaj  aud  Satar- 
day,  April  19,  and  20,  1889,  and  prior  to  twelve  o'clock  noon,  central  standard  time 
of  April  22,  1889,  and  is  what  is  known  in  the  Oklahoma  country  as  a  sooner,  and  is 
disqualified  to  enter  said  laud. 

He  also  claims  under  bis  homestead  application  of  February  20, 1804. 

On  June  11,  1894,  Duncan  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  charging  that 
Henderson  was  disqualified  from  making  entry  by  reason  of  having 
entered  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  within  the  prohibited  period,  and 
stating  therein  that  he  waived  no  rights  acquired  by  his  contest  filed 
January  19,  1891,  supra. 

In  pursuance  of  the  instructions  contained  in  your  office  letter  of 
March  22,  1894,  supra,  the  local  officers  ordered  a  hearing  ou  Duncan's 
contest.  Taylor  filed  a  motion  to  bo  allowed  to  intervene  in  said  case, 
reciting:  (1)  That  ou  the  20th  day  of  February,  1894,  he  made  entry 
of  said  land,  and  (2)  the  filing  of  his  affidavit  of  contest  against 
Henderson's  entry  on  June  4,  1894,  supra.  This  motion  was  ovemiled 
by  the  local  officers,  Taylor  appealed  to  your  office,  which,  on  Febru- 
ary 9, 1895,  instructed  the  local  officers  as  follows : 

This  office  has  twice  deliberately  held  that  Duncan  should  first  have  an  opportu- 
nity to  proceed  against  Henderson  and  no  good  reason  appears  for  now  making  a 
different  ruling.  Yon  will,  therefore,  proceed  with  Duncan's  contest  against  Hen- 
derson's entry  as  heretofore  directed,  and  action  on  Taylor's  contest  will  he  sus- 
pended to  await  the  final  adjudication  of  Henderson's. 

Duncan's  application  for  entry  and  hearing  filed  January  19, 1S91,  his  application 
of  November  21,  1893,  to  enter,  and  his  application  of  Juno  11, 1894,  to  contest,  are 
herewith  returned  to  serve  as  a  basis  of  the  hearing  to  be  had  on  his  allegations. 

Taylor  appealed. 

Ill  his  appeal,  Taylor  claims  that  he  made  eutry  of  the  tract  on  Feb- 
ruary 20, 1894.  This  contention  is  not  sustained  by  the  record.  He 
alleges  error  in  your  office  decision :  "In  holding  that  the  said  William 
H.  Duncan  should  have  the  first  opportunity  to  proceed  against  the 
said  John  C.  Henderson;-'  error  "in  directing  the  register  and  receiver 
to  proceed  with  Duncan's  contest  against  Henderson's  entry,  for  tbe 
reason  that  said  Duncan's  contest  is  a  second  contest,  and  the  entry  of 
the  said  Holland  was  canceled  by  reason  of  the  prior  contest  of  tbe 
said  John  C.  Henderson:"  error  "in  directing  that  action  on  Taylor's 
contest  be  suspended  to  await  final  adjudication  of  Henderson.^ 

lu  your  office  decision  of  January  20, 1892,  it  was  held  that  Duncan's 
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iille^ations,  in  his  affidavit  of  contest,  against  Henderson  could  not 
then  be  considered,  for  the  reason  that  "any  person  may  contest  an 
entry,  regardless  of  the  fact  as  to  whether  he  is  a  qualified  entryman 
or  not,"  This  holding  was  clearly  correct  and  proper.  Geisendorfer 
r.  Jones,  4  L.  D.,  185  5  Leme  v.  Martin,  5  L.  D.,  259. 

The  question  as  to  Henderson^s  qualification  to  enter  land  in  Okla- 
homa could  not  properly  be  raised  by  Duncan  pending  Heuderson'a 
contest  against  Holland's  entry.  That  question  could  only  arise  after 
the  cancellation  of  Holland's  entry  and  upon  Henderson's  application  to 
assert  his  preference  right  of  entry.  Saunders  v,  Baldwin,  9  L.  D.,  391 ; 
Hyde  et  al.  v.  Eaton  et  al,  (on  review),  12  L.  D.,  157 ;  Hyde  et  al,  r.  Warren 
et  al,  14  L.  D.,  587. 

In  regard  to  the  entry  of  Holland,  it  is  clear  that  Duncan  occupied 
the  position  of  a  second  contestant.  His  contest  against  Holland  waa 
based  upon  the  same  grounds  as  Henderson's,  and  was  filed  long  after 
Henderson's  case  had  been  tried  before  the  local  officers.  It  has  been 
held  that  a  second  contestant,  whose  application  to  contest  is  received 
and  held  pending  the  disposition  of  a  prior  suit  on  the  same  grounds^ 
acquires  no  right  under  the  act  of  May  14,  1880,  in  the  event  that  the 
entry  under  attack  is  canceled  as  the  result  of  a  hearing  ordered  to 
determine  all  conflicting  claims  to  the  land  in  question.  Hyde  et  al.  v* 
Eaton,  supra;  West  Guthrie  Townsite  r.  Gohn  et  ai.,.15  L.  D.,  324. 

It  follows  that  Duncan  acquired  no  rights  by  virtue  of  his  contest 
against  Holland's  entry,  which  was  in  reality  virtually  canceled  as  the 
result  of  Henderson's  contest,  although  it  nominally  appears  to  have 
been  canceled  by  relinquishment.  Such  relinquishment  was  made 
after  the  Department  had  decided  the  case  against  the  entryman  and 
directed  the  entry  to  be  canceled.  It  is  true,  a  motion  for  review  was 
pending  when  the  relinquishment  was  made,  but  this  did  not  change  or 
affect  the  judgment  in  any  way.  When  Holland  withdrew  his  motion 
for  review,  the  judgment  would  in  effect  operate  to  cancel  the  entry. 
Such  entry  being  properly  canceled  in  favor  of  the  first  contestant, 
whatever  rights  the  second  contestant  might  have  had  prior  to  the 
cancellation  were  extinguished  thereby. 

After  Henderson's  entry  was  made  it  stood  precisely  upon  the  same 
footing  as  any  other  entry;  it  had  no  connection  with  Holland's  entry 
that  preceded  it;  as  soon  as  it  was  made  it  became  subject  to  contest 
on  any  proper  ground,  the  same  in  all  respects  as  any  ether  entry; 
and  the  first  contestant  would  have  precisely  the  same  rights  against 
Henderson's  entry  as  a  first  contestant  against  any  other  entry.  Taylor 
tiled  the  first  contest  against  Henderson's  entry,  and  is  entitled  to  be 
heard  first  and  to  all  other  rights  accorded  a  first  contestant.  The 
rights  of  contestants  are  given  by  law  (act  of  May  14,  1880,  21  Stat.^ 
140),  and  the  Land  Department  has  no  authority  to  either  enlarge  or 
abridge  such  rights. 

It  follows  that  the  action  of  your  office  was  erroneous,  in  so  far  as  it 
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held  that  Duueaii  acquired  such  a  right  as  a  secoud  contestant  against 
Holhmd's  entry  as  would  entitle  him  to  be  heard  as  against  Hender- 
son's entry  as  a  first  contestant,  when  the  record  shows  that  Taylor 
had  actually  filed  a  contest  against  said  entry  several  days  before 
Duncan  filed  his  contest  against  it.  It  was  also  error  to  suspend 
Taylor's  contest. 

For  these  reasons,  your  oflSice  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and 
the  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  for  further  proceedings  iu 
harmony  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


RAIL.RO^\J>  GRAXT— INDEMNITY  SELECTION— TIMBER  CULTI^RE 

CLAIM. 

RoMAiNE  r.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

The  improvement  of  land,  with  the  view  to  taking  the  same  under  the  timber  cnltnre 
law,  confers  no  right  thereto,  that  will  bar  indemnity  selection  thereof. 

Set^etary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

9,  J 896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Garrett  Romaine  from  your  office 
decision  of  September  20, 1895,  rejecting  his  timber  culture  application 
covering  the  S.  i  of  NE.  J  and  8.  i  of  N  W.  J,  Sec.  31,  T.  11  N.,  R.  39  E., 
Walla  Walla  land  district,  Washington,  for  conflict  with  indemnity 
selection  made  by  the  Northern  Pacific  railroad  company. 

This  land  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  com- 
pany, and  was  included  within  its  list  of  selections  filed  January  5, 1884. 

December  27,  1888,  Romaine  tendered  his  timber  culture  application 
for  this  land,  alleging  that  he  had  settled  thereon  February  18, 1878, 
and  had  since  continuously  cultivated  and  claimed  the  land.  U])(m 
said  allegations  hearing  was  duly  held,  at  which  both  parties  were 
represented.  The  testimony  shows  that  this  land  was  included  under 
a  common  fence  embracing  about  three-fourths  of  the  section;  that  in 
1878  the  fence  that  included  the  land  here  in  question  was  built  and 
during  that  year  Romaine  broke  twenty-five  or  thirty  acres  and  hsk» 
since  increased  the  breaking  to  one  hundred  acres. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  this  Department  that  where  settle- 
ment alone  is  depended  upon  to  defeat  the  attachment  of  rights  under 
a  railroad  grant,  it  must  be  affirmatively  shown  that  the  settler  pos- 
sessed the  (|ualifications  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  complete  claim  to 
the  land  under  the  settlement  laws. 

In  the  case  of  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Violette  (19  L.  D.,  28),  it 
was  held  (syllabus): 

The  occupancy  and  cultivation  of  a  tract  at  definite  location,  by  one  who  subBe- 
quently  makes  timber  culture  entry  thereof,  do  not  serve  to  except  said  tract  from 
the  ^rant  if  the  entryman  \va«  not  qualitied  to  take  the  laud  under  the  settlement 
fiws  when  the  grant  attached. 
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Again,  in  the  case  of  Northern  Pacific  R.  11.  Co.  i\  White  (19  L.  D., 
452),  it  was  held  (syllabus) : 

Possession  and  occupancy  of  a  tract  at  date  of  ueliuite  location  ^itb  iiiteutiou  to 
subsequently  enter  the  land  under  the  timber  culture  law,  do  not  serve  to  except  it 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

So  far  as  the  record  made  at  the  hearing  is  concerned,  it  is  not  shown 
whether  Eomaine  possessed  the  qualificatious  necessary  to  complete 
entry  of  the  land  here  in  question,  under  the  settlement  laws.  It  is 
shown,  however,  that  he  had  no  house  upon  the  tract  here  involved. 

From  the  record  made  in  another  case  between  the  same  parties, 
involving  the  N.  i  of  the  NE.  J  and  the  IN".  J  of  the  NW.  :|,  of  said  sec- 
tion 31,  being  the  land  immediately  north  of  that  here  in  question,  it 
appears  that  upon  the  same  date  that  Eomaine  tendered  a  timber  cul- 
ture application  for  the  land  here  involved,  he  also  tendered  a  home- 
stead application  for  the  tract  immediately  north  and  hereinbefore 
described.  Upon  this  last  mentioned  application  hearing  was  ordered, 
at  which  it  was  shown  that  Romaine  settled  upon  that  tract  in  1878 
and  has  since  continued  to  reside  thereon.  His  settlement  upon  that 
tract  was  held  by  departmental  decision  of  May  14, 1896  (not  reported) 
to  be  suflScient  to  reserve  the  tract  covered  by  his  homestead  applica- 
tion from  selection  by  the  Northern  Pacific  railroad  company. 

It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  his  claim  to  the  tract  now  under  con- 
sideration, rests  upon  the  fact  that  he  had  fenced  the  same  in  1878  and 
has  since  improved  the  breaking  done  thereon,  with  an  intention  to 
make  timber  culture  entry  of  the  same.  By  these  acts  no  such  right 
was  acquired  prior  to  the  tender  of  his  timber  culture  application  as 
would  bar  selection  of  the  land  by  the  company;  As  before  stated,  the 
company  made  selection  of  the  land  in  1884,  more  tlian  four  years  before 
Romaine  tendered  his  timber  culture  application,  and  as  the  regularity 
of  the  selection  is  not  questioned  by  the  record  before  me,  I  must  sus- 
tain your  oflice  decision  in  rejecting  Ilomaine's  application  for  conflict 
with  the  selection  by  the  company. 


MINING  CLAIM-PL^VC^ER  LOCATIOX— BISCOVEKY. 

Louise  Mining  Company. 

Under  the  mining  law  a  discovery  of  mineral  on  each  twenty  acres  is  required  in 
the  case  of  a  placer  entry  by  an  association. 

JSecretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June 

9,1896.  (P.J.C.) 

It  appears  by  the  record  that  the  Louise  Mining  Company  made 
mineral  entry  Xo.  209,  survey  Ko.  2522,  of  its  "placer  mine,-'  Septem- 
ber 26, 1887,  embracing  596.76  acres  of  land,  in  Marysville,  California, 
land  district. 
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May  26,  1890,  your  office  directed  the  attention  of  the  local  office  to 
the  fact  that  the  placer  claim  embraced  four  different  locations  and  the 
five  hundred  dollars  worth  of  improvements  required  by  the  statute 
were  shown  to  be  off  the  ground  claimed  and  the  applicant  was 
required  to  show  that  the  improvements  were  for  the  common  benefit 
of  all  the  claims. 

By  letter  of  December  23,  1891,  your  office  acknowledj?ed  receipt  of 
^^additional  evidence'"  showing  shafts  sunk  on  lots  41,  42,  and  14,  "but 
thercf  is  no  evidence  that  discoverv  of  valuable  mineral  has  been  made 
on  lot  43.''    This  was  required. 

Under  date  of  February  24,  1893,  the  local  office  forwarded  a  cor- 
roborated affidavit  showing  the  character  and  value  of  improvements 
ux)on  the  land  in  controversy,  and  on  adjoining  mining  claims,  for  the 
alleged  i>uri>oses  of  developing  those  entered. 

By  letter  of  April  3, 1894,  your  office  notified  the  register  and  receiver 
that  the  additional  evidence  called  for  December  23,  1891,  had  not 
reached  your  office,  and  requiring  it  to  be  furnished;  also  that  "said 
claimant  must  furnish  evidence  showing  Ji  discovery  of  mineral  on  each 
twenty  acres  in  each  location  embraced  in  said  entry.'' 

In  response  to  this  the  applicant  filed  the  affidavit  of  the  sui)eriu- 
tendent  of  the  company,  by  which  it  is  shown  that  he  lias 

caused  four  bore  boles  to  be  made  varying  from  two  bundred  autl  tifty  feet  to  four 
hundred  and  ten  feet  in  depth,  one  on  each  location  of  said  placer  mine;  and  that 
the  same  developed  ^old  bearing  grav^el  under  the  lava  cai> ;  that  two  shafts  were 
also  sunk  of  one  bundred  and  forty  feet  and  one  hundred  and  sixty  feet  respectively 
and  also  a  development  tunnel  was  run  about  three  hundred  feet  in  length,  all  of 
which  gave  positive  proof  of  the  existence  of  an  extensive  gold  bearing  gravel  deposit 
underlying  the  surface  of  the  said  placer  mine ; 

that  the  work  on  adjoining  claims  "tends  to  develop  and  establish  the 
richness  and  extent  of  the  gravel  dei>osit''  in  the  laiid. 

By  letter  of  July  5,  1895,  your  office  again  considered  the  matter 
and  held  that  "while  said  affidavit  tends  in  a  general  way  to  establish 
the  mineral  character  of  the  land  entered  "  yet  it  was  insufficient  to 
show  a  discovery  of  mineral  on  each  twenty  acre  tract  The  entry 
was  therefore  held  for  cancellation  except  as  to  the  twenty  aci-e 
tracts  on  which  discovery  had  been  made.  Also  requiring  segregation 
survey  of  such  tracts  and  affidavit  of  five  hundred  dollars  worth  of 
improvement. 

The  appeal  of  the  applicant  brings  the  case  before  the  Department, 
and  the  errors  assigned  are  (1)  in  holding  that  it  was  necessary  to 
show  a  discovery  on  each  twenty  acre  tract;  (2)  in  holding  the  en- 
try for  cancellation;  and  (3)  in  requiring  any  further  showing  of  im- 
provements. 

The  allowance  of  this  entry  was  grossly  erroneous  in  the  first  instance. 
There  were  four  difterent  locations,  all  located  on  the  same  day,  to- wit, 
June  27,  1881,  and  the  application  for  patent  was  made  April  12,  1887. 
The  return  of  the  deijuty  mineral  surveyor  as  to  imx)rovement«  is  "a 
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bedrock  tunnel  near  the  north  boundary  run  into  the  claim  from  the 
**Kenzie  Eavine,"  a  distance  of  125  ft.;  a  cabin  12'xl8',  and  a  shaft 
146  feet  deep"  was  sunk  on  the  adjoining  claim.  This  shaft  is  shown 
to  be  55.91  chains  from  corner  No.  1  of  lot  41  of  the  placer  entry,  and 
the  bedrock  tunnel  is  also  ofi'  the  land  sought  and  is  loin  in  the  direc- 
tion of  the  same  lot.  This  lot  is  on  the  extreme  southwesterly  end  of 
the  tract.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  as  i^resented  with  the  appli- 
cation for  patent  fo  show  any  improvement  on  either  of  the  other  tracts, 
or  a  discovery  of  mineral  on  any  of  them.  Tbere  was  no  showing  made 
of  the  annual  expenditures  required  by  statute  on  either  claim,  except 
for  the  year  1880,  and  that  recites  the  identical  work  reported  by  the 
surveyor  as  quoted  above,  but  in  addition  this  affidavit  says  that  but 
one-halt  the  expense  of  both  the  shaft  and  tunnel  was  borne  by  the 
applicants. 

It  was  not  shown  by  the  report  of  the  deputy  surveyor  or  otherwise, 
that  there  had  been  a  discovery  of  mineral,  either  by  exploration  on 
the  ground  or  by  the  bedrock  tunnel  which  was  then  being  run  in  the 
direction  of  the  land.  Neither  was  it  claimed  that  the  shaft,  more  than 
3()00  feet  from  the  land,  tended  in  any  way  to  disclose  mineral  in  the 
so-called  placer  mine  in  controversy.  There  was  nothing  presented  in 
the  local  office  that  showed  affirmatively  that  the  land  was  mineral  in 
character. 

It  is  contended  that  the  applicants  complied  with  all  "  the  then  known 
regulations,"  in  sinking  the  **four  bore  holes,"  one  on  each  location.  It 
will  be  borne  in  mind  that  these  "  bore  holes  "  were  made  several  years 
after  the  application  for  patent,  and,  incidentally  it  may  be  remarked, 
that  the  disclosures  made  by  these  holes  is  the  only  intimation  of 
mineral  on  the  land  to  this  date.  The  Department  is  not  advised 
of  any  "regulations"  on  the  subject  of  disco veiy  of  mineral.  This 
is  a  statutory  requirement  that  cannot  be  enlarged  or  abridged  by 
regulations. 

In  Ferrell  v.  Hoge  (18  L.  D.,  81),  it  was  decided  that  a  discovery 
must  be  made  on  each  twenty  acre  tract  included  in  a  placer  location 
of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres.  This  decision  was  affirmed  on  review 
(19  L.  D.,  568),  and  has  been  approved  subsequently  in  Southern 
Pacific  r.  Griffin  et  ah  (20  L.  D.,  485),  and  in  Ehodes  et  al.  r.  Treas 
(21  L.  D.,  502). 

I  am  not  aware  that  any  different  rule  ever  prevailed.  Counsel 
does  not  cite  any  authority  in  support  of  his  proposition  and  research 
fails  to  disclose  any  such.  This  seems  to  me  to  be  the  plain  and  unmis- 
takable intent  of  the  statute.  Congress  intended  by  the  mining  laws 
to  allow  only  the  discoverers  of  mineral  the  right  of  possession  of  the 
mineral  lands  and  the  privilege  of  securing  title  thereto,  and  it  makes 
no  difference,  in  my  judgment,  whether  twenty  acres  be  located  by  one 
person,  forty  acres  by  two  persons,  and  so  on  up  to  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  by  eight  persons,  there  must  be  a  discovery  of  mineral  in 
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every  instance  on  each  twenty  acres,  the  acreage  which  eacli  locator 
would  be  entitled  to.  The  object  in  allowing  an  association  to  take 
more  than  the  individual  was  not  to  avoid  discovery,  but  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  permitting  them  to  thus  make  a  consolidated  entry  and  by 
one  system  of  development  work  all  the  land  upon  which  mineral  had 
been  previously  discovered. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


8CIIOOL   LAXI>— 1XI>EMXITY— SELECrriON. 

State  of  California. 

Th«^  Hale,  by  a  State,  of  lands  in  fact  excepted  from  its  graut  of  school  lands  does  not 

defeat  its  right  to  subsequently  select  indemnity  therefor. 
The  decision  in  the  case  of  McNamara  et  al.  v.  State  of  California,  17  L.  1).,  296,  over- 

rule<l. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office j  June 
(W.  A.  L.)  9,  1896.  rj.  A.) 

I  have  considered  the  apx>eal  of  the  State  of  California  from  the 
decision  of  your  office  of  May  21, 1895,  rejecting  its  indemnity  school 
laud  application  No.  1698,  filed  December  6,  1889,  for  all  of  Sec.  35,  T. 
14  N.,  R.  1  B.,  H.  M.,  Humboldt,  California,  land  district. 

The  first  survey  of  township  13  N.,  range  1  E.,  H.  M.,  was  approved 
February  5,  1883.    The  State  of  California  sold  the  land  embraced  in 
section  16  of  the  township  under  said  survey,  it  appearing  from  the* 
township  plat  of  the  survey  that  no  part  of  the  section  was  excepte<l 
fix>m  the  grant  of  school  land  to  the  State. 

July  30,  1889,  a  resurvey  of  the  township  was  approved.  The  loca- 
tion of  section  16  was  not  changed  by  the  resurvey,  but  according  to 
the  plat  of  said  resurvey  the  E.  i,  the  N.  J  of  the  iJW.  J,  the  SE.  \  of 
the  NW.  4,  and  the  NE.  i  of  the  SW.  J,  are  within  the  limits  of  the 
Klamath  River  Indian  reservation.  These  tracts,  together  with  the 
NW.  J  of  Sec.  16,  T.  13  N.,  K.  2  E.,  form  the  bases  for  said  indemnity 
application  No.  1698,  for  Sec.  35,  T.  14  K.,  R,  1  E.,  H.  M. 

May  21,  1895,  your  office  rejected  the  application,  holding  that,  as 
the  State  had  sold  and  patented  the  whole  of  Sec.  16,  T.  13  N.,  R.  1 E., 
it  has  no  right  to  make  indemnity  selection  for  that  part  of  the  section 
which  is  shown  by  the  resurvej'^  to  be  within  the  Klamath  River  Indian 
reservation. 

That  decision  is  based  on  the  holding  in  the  ca^e  of  Mc^^amara  ei  al, 
i\  State  of  California  (17  L.  1).,  296).  The  facts  in  that  case  are  as 
follows:  The  applications  of  McNamara  <?^  a^  to  make  timber  entries 
for  certain  tracts  had  been  rejected  by  your  office  for  the  reason  that 
the  tracts  had  been  i)reviously  selected  by  the  State  of  California  as 
indemnity  in  lieu  of  certain  school  sections  shown  by  the  plats  of  sur- 
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vey  to  be  witliin  the  Klamath  River  Indian  reservation.  McNamara 
et  al,  appealed,  alleging  that  parts  of  the  school  sections  named  as  bases 
for  the  indemnity  seleeticms  are  oatside  of  the  reservation,  and  that 
therefore  the  bases  are  defective  as  a  whole,  and  that  the  entire  selec- 
tion must  fail.  As  it  could  not  be  determined  from  the  record  or  from 
the  township  plats  of  survey  whether  any  of  the  tracts  designated  as 
bases  for  the  selection  were  outside  of  the  reservation,  it  was  directed 
by  departmental  letter  of  August  8,  1892,  that  a  map  of  the  Klamath 
River  Indian  reservation  be  prepared,  showing  accurately  the  limits 
of  the  reservation.  The  map  prepared  in  accordance  with  said  direc- 
tion shows  that  certain  tracts  which  were  included  in  the  bases  for 
selections  Nos.  1G95  and  160G,  then  under  consideration,  and  is  the 
basis  for  selection  I^o.  1(>98,  now  under  consideration,  are  outside  of 
the  reservation.  The  plats  of  the  townships  within  which  said  tracts 
are  located,  and  by  which  the  State  of  California  was  guided  in  mak- 
ing said  selections,  erroneously  indicated  the  tracts  to  be  witliin  the 
reservation.  September  21,  1893,  the  Department  rendered  decision 
as  follows : 

While  it  is  shown  that  tlie  bases  for  the  selections  1095, 1696,  and  1698  were  defect- 
ive, yet  at  the  date  of  the  selections  the  tracts  now  omitted  were  within  the 
approximate  limits  of  said  reservation,  as  designated  hy  the  land  office.  All  of  the 
lands  falling  within  Haid  limits  were  treated  hy  the  Department  as  in  reservation, 
and  the  State  was  evidently  misled  in  designating  «aid  defective  hases,  because  of 
the  failnre  of  the  government  to  properly  mark  said  limits. 

At  the  date  of  the  applications  of  appellants,  the  binds  in  controversy  were 
embraced  in  the  selections  made  by  the  State  npon  a  basis  j^rtma/acte  valid,  and, 
•  while  a  basis  defective  in  part  is  defective  as  to  the  whole,  yet,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  bases  were  at  the  time  of  the  selection  considered  as  in  reservation, 
and  as,  under  the  act  of  February  28,  1891  (26  Stat.,  796),  the  State  may  be  held  to 
have  waived  its  right  to  the  school  sections  by  making  selections  in  lien  thereof,  I 
see  no  reason  why,  in  view  of  the  facts  above  stated,  and  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  February  28,  1891,  these  selections  should  not  be  approved  in  lieu  of  the  bases 
designated  therefor,  it  not  being  in  violation  of  any  right  acquired  by  appellants 
under  their  rejected  applications,  provided  the  St;ite  has  not  sold  said  baaes. 

It  beiug  alleged  by  appellants  that  some  of  the  bases  have  been  sold  by  the  State, 
you  will  therefore  notify  it  that  upon  furnishing  satisfactory  evidence  that  it  has 
not  conveyed  or  attempted  to  convey  the  bases  designated  for  said  selections,  and 
filing  a  relinquishment  of  its  right  and  title  to  encli  parts  as  are  without  the  limits 
of  the  reservation,  the  selections  will  be  approved;  otherwise,  the  list  of  selections 
should  be  rejected  and  canceled. 

Under  the  authority  of  that  decision  your  office  was  justitied  in  hold- 
ing, in  the  matter  under  consideration  in  the  case  at  bar,  that  the 
State  of  California,  having  sold  all  of  section  sixteen,  no  part  of  which 
was,  according  to  the  first  plat  of  survey,  reserved,  has  no  right  to 
make  indemnity  selection  for  that  part  of  the  section  which  is  shown 
by  the  new  plat  of  survey  to  be  within  the  limits  of  the  Klamath  River 
Indian  reservation. 

After  a  fuller  consideration  of  the  question  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  rule  announced  in  said  decision,  that  the  right  of  State 
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to  make  iudemuity  selection  is  defeated  by  its  sale  of  tlie  basis  tracts, 
is  erroueous. 

The  Klamath  Kiver  Indian  reservation  was  created  by  an  executive 
order  dated  November  16, 1855.  No  right  accrued  to  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia under  its  grant  of  school  lauds  to  the  tracts  Avhich  form  the 
bases  for  the  selection  under  consideration,  although  according  to  the 
first  plat  of  survey  they  are  outside  of  the  reservation.  The  law  i)ro- 
vides  for  indemnity  for  such  lands,  and  the  Department  can  not  hold 
that  this  right  of  the  State  has  been  forfeited  through  the  fault  of  the 
government  by  which  the  State  has  been  mislead  into  selling  the  land, 
supposing  its  title  to  be  good.  The  fact  that  the  State  has  received 
l)ayment  for  these  lands  from  its  grantees  does  not  concern  the  Depart- 
ment in  a  question  involving  the  State's  right  to  indemnity. 

An  argument  has  been  filed  in  this  case  in  behalf  of  the  grantees  of 
the  State  of  California  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  by  the  act  of 
June  17,  1892  (27  Stat.,  52),  the  lands  within  the  Klamath  River  Indian 
reservation  were  opened  to  settlement  and  declared  subject  to  entry; 
and  urging  that  their  title  to  the  land  under  their  purchase  from  the 
State  be  recognized  and  that  no  entries  for  the  same  be  allowed. 

The  fact  that  the  parts  of  section  16  which  are  within  said  reserva- 
tion were,  by  said  act  of  June  17,  1892,  restored  to  the  public  domain 
has  no  bearing  on  the  question  at  issue.  The  tracts  are  subject  to 
homestea<l  entry  and  the  records  of  your  office  show  that  the  NE.  ^  of 
the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  16,  T.  i;^  N.,  K.  1  E.,  is  included  in  a  homestead 
entry  made  May  21, 1894,  by  Geoige  Kichardson,  who  claims  a  prefer- 
ence rijght  under  said  act  of  June  17,  1802,  alleging  that  he  has  been 
in  possession  of  the  land  entered  by  him  since  1877.  There  is  no  stat- 
utory provision  or  rule  of  law  under  which  the  grantees  of  the  State 
of  California  can  be  recognized  as  having  any  right  to  these  tracts, 
although  through  the  fault  of  the  government  they  have  paid  a  valu- 
able consideration  for  them  to  the  State.  The  State  of  California 
could,  for  the  protection  of  its  grantees,  claim  said  tracts,  excepting 
said  NE.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  16,  to  which  a  prior  right  has  attached, 
under  the  last  proviso  of  section  2275  l\.  S.,  under  which  a  State  may, 
instead  of  taking  indemnity  for  lands  excepte<l  from  its  grant  of  school 
lands,  await  tlie  restoration  of  the  excepted  lauds  to  the  public  domain 
and  then  take  the  same  under  the  grant;  but  it  makes  no  such  claim, 
can  not  be  required  to  make  such  claim,  and  is,  on  its  application  now 
under  consideration,  entitled  to  make  indemnity  selection. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  McXamara  et  al.  r.  State  of  California  is 
overruled  in  so  far  as  it  holds  that  the  sale  by  the  State  of  California 
of  lands  excepted  from  its  grant  bars  its  right  to  make  indemnity 
selection. 

The  record  shows  that  patents  have  issued  for  the  N.  i  of  the  NW.  |, 
and  for  the  E.  J  of  the  SW.  ^,  and  the  S.  ^  of  the  NW.  \  of  Sec.  35,  T. 
14  N.,  R.  1  E.,  being  part  of  the  lands  which  the  State  of  California 
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ai)plies  to  select  as  indemnity.  These  tracts  are  not  subject  to  selec- 
tion.   As  to  the  balance  of  section  35  the  application  must  be  allowed. 

It  will  be  observed,  by  reference  to  the  case  of  McNamara  et  al,  v. 
California,  17  L.  D.,  206,  that  the  map  prepared  under  the  direction 
given  by  departmental  letter  of  April  8, 1892,  shows  that  the  SW.  J  of 
the  SE.  J,  and  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  16,  T.  14  N.,  E.  1  E.,  and 
the  NE.  i  of  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  IG,  T.  13  N.,  E.  2  E.,  being  part  of  the 
bases  for  the  selection  under  consideration,  are  outside  of  the  reserva- 
tion. In  including  said  tracts  in  the  bases  for  the  selection  the  State 
of  California  was  misled  by  the  plats  of  survey  of  said  townships  13  N., 
R.  1 E.,  and  13  N.,  E.  2  E.,  which  erroneously  indicate  them  to  be  within 
the  reservation.  If  the  State  takes  indemnity  for  said  tracts  it  will  be 
required,  under  the  holding  in  the  case  of  McNamara  et  al.  v,  California^ 
suproj  to  file  a  relinquishment  for  the  same. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— SECTION  «,  ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  1887. 

NoBTQEBN  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  v.  North  (On  Eeview). 

It  appearing,  on  motion  for  review  herein,  that  no  application  for  the  right  of  par- 
chase  nnder  section  5,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  has  been  made,  so  much  of  the 
former  departmental  decision  as  passed  upon  said  right  of  purchase  is  recalled 
and  vacated. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 
(W.  A.  L.)  9y  1896.  (P.  W.  C.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  March  31, 1896,  was  transmitted  a  motion^ 
tiled  ill  belialf  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eallroad  Company,  for  review 
of  departmental  decision  of  February  4, 1896  (22  L.  D.,  93),  iii  the  case 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  and  Nathaniel  P.  Hall  v. 
Clarence  C.  North,  involving  the  SW.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  NW.  J 
of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  10  N.,  E.  36  E.,  Walla  Walla  land  district 
Washington. 

This  tract  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company 
on  account  of  its  main  line,  as  shown  by  the  limits  adjusted  to  the 
map  of  definite  location  filed  on  October  4, 1880.  It  had  been  previ- 
ously included  w^ithin  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  upon  the  map  of 
general  route  filed  August  13, 1870.  At  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
map  of  general  route  this  land  was  embraced  in  a  subsisting  pre- 
emption filing  of  record,  and  for  that  reason  was  held  to  have  been 
excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  withdrawal  of  general  route.  At 
the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location  the  land  was 
in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  one  Eobert  Mason,  a  qualified 
pre-emptor  who  purchased  the  improvements  upon  the  land  in  1872. 
Mason,  it  appears,  held  this  land  in  connection  with  eighty  acres  in 
the  adjoining  even  numbered  section,  and  on  October  6, 1880,  two  days 
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after  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location,  he  filed  his  pre  emption 
declaratory  statement  for  the  eighty  acres  in  the  even  numbered  sec- 
tion. This  claim  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  defeat  the  attachment  of 
rights  under  the  grant  upon  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  company's  rights  the  motion  alleges  notli 
ing  new,  and  so  much  of  the  departmental  decision  as  held  the  laud  to 
be  excepted  from  its  grant  is  adhered  to  and  the  motion  denied. 

In  this  connection  I  note  that  both  your  office  and  this  Department 
has  passed  ui)on  another  feature  of  the  case  growing  out  of  this  con- 
troversy, namely,  Hall's  right  of  purchase  under  the  provisions  of  sec 
tion  5  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556). 

Your  office  decision  of  May  25,  1894,  states  as  foHows: 

The  land  in  question  haying  been  excepted  from  the  grant  as  stated  above,  and 
Clarence  C  North  having  made  settlement  thereon  subsequent  to  December  1,  1882, 
and  prior  to  March  3^  1887,  the  application  of  Nathaniel  P.  Hall  to  pnrchaae  the  land 
under  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  is  defeated. 

And  in  the  decision  undet  review  it  is  stated: 

After  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  Hall  applied  to  pur- 
chase the  land  under  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  said  act  ....  HalVs  application 
to  purchase  was  properly  rejected  and  his  homestead  entry  canceled. 

The  fourth  ground  of  the  motion  under  consideration  is  as  follows: 

The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  sold  this  land  in  1881  to  Nathaniel  P.  Hall, 
who  is  an  applicant  before  you  to  purchase  under  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1887.  At  the  date  of  his  purchase  Mason  had  clearly  abandoned  the  land  and 
North  did  not  apply  for  it  until  March  18, 1884.  It  was  error,  therefore,  not  to  allow 
Hall  to  purchase  the  land,  even  if  you  held  same  excepted  from  the  company's  grant. 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  case  I  am  unable  to  find  that  Hall  evei 
applied  to  purchase  this  land  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1887.  North  filed  x)re-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  land 
March  18,  1884,  and  on  June  11,  1884,  Hall  made  homestead  entry 
therefor.  February  4,  1885,  North  submitted  proof  under  his  filing, 
and  Hall  protested  against  the  acceptance  of  the  same,  alleging  that 
he  had  purchased  the  land  from  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany in  1881,  and  that  North  had  not  complied  with  the  pre  emption 
laws.  It  was  in  this  manner  that  the  present  controversy  arose,  and 
fhe  proceedings  in  the  case  before  the  local  office  appear  to  have  been 
closed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887. 

No  applicati(m  having  been  made  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  1887, 
so  much  of  the  departmental  decision  under  review  as  passed  upon 
Hairs  right  of  purchase  under  said  act  must  be  recalled  and  vacated. 
The  company's  claim  for  the  land  will,  however,  stand  rejected,  and 
Hall's  homestead  entry  will  be  canceled. 
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PR^VCTIC'E— FINAL  DECISION— PETITION  TOR  llEC:ONSIl>ERATION— RULE 

114. 

Havighobst  V.  Habtwell. 

After  the  denial  of  motion  for  review  or  rehearing  the  Department  will  not  re-open 
the  case  for  further  investigation,  except  upon  such  a  showing  as  would  war- 
rant a  conrt  of  equity  in  granting  relief  against  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  law. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

9,  1896.  (W,  M.  W.) 

On  March  23,  1896,  the  attorneys  for  S.  A.  Y.  Hartwell  filed  in  the 
Department  a  petition 

for  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  jurisdiction  of  the  Department,  in  recalling  the 
decision  heretofore  rendered  in  the  above  entitled  cause,  and  to  grant  the  defendant 
a  new  hearing  therein. 

Said  petition  alleges  certain  errors  of  law  and  fact  in  the  depart- 
mental decision  of  the  case  of  J.  H.  Havighorst  v.  Samuel  A.  V,  Hart- 
well,  decided  adversely  to  Hartwell  on  the  11th  day  of  October,  1895, 
and  adhered  to  on  review  on  January  13,  1896. 

The  petition  is  not  accompanied  by  any  affidavit  showing  that  it  is 
made  in  good  faith  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  delay,  as  required  by 
Rule  of  Practice  78  relating  to  motions  for  rehearing  and  review. 

Rule  114  provides  that: 

Motions  for  review,  and  motions  for  rehearing  before  the  Secretary,  must  be  filed 
with  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  within  thirty  days  after  notice  of 
the  decision  complained  of,  and  will  act  as  a  supersedeas  of  the  decision  until  other- 
wise directed  by  the  Secretary. 

£ach  motion  must  state  concisely  and  specifically,  without  argument,  the  grounds 
upon  which  it  is  based. 

On  receipt  of  such  motion,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ofiice  will  for- 
ward the  same  immediately  to  this  Department,  where  it  will  be  treated  as  **  special." 
If  the  motion  does  not  show  proper  grounds  for  review  or  rehearing,  it  will  be 
denied  and  sent  to  the  files  of  the  General  Laud  Office,  whereupon  the  Commissioner 
will  remove  the  suspension  and  proceed  to  execute  tbe  judgment  before  rendered. 
But  if,  upon  examination,  pro])er  grounds  are  shown,  the  motion  will  be  entertained, 
and  the  parties  notified,  whereupon  the  moving  party  will  be  allowed  thirty  days 
within  which  to  file  nn  argument  aud  servo  the  same  on  the  opposite  party,  who 
will  be  allowed  thirty  days  thereafter  in  which  to  file  and  serve  an  answer;  after 
which  no  further  argument  will  be  received.  Thereafter  the  case  will  not  be 
reopened,  except  under  such  circumstances  as  would  induce  a  court  of  equity  to 
grant  relief  against  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  law.  . 

This  rule  is  intended  to  cover  every  case  that  may  be  brought  before 
the  Department  for  final  action,  including,  of  course,  the  exercise  of 
whatever  supervisory  authority  the  head  of  the  Department  may  have 
over  such  matters  under  the  law.  Generally  speaking,  under  this  rule 
all  controversies  terminate  and  finally  end  when  the  Department  acts 
on  the  motion  for  review  or  rehearing  in  any  case,  and  thereafter  the 
case  will  not  be  reopened,  ^^  except  under  such  circumstances  as  would 
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induce  a  court  of  equity  to  grant  relief  against  a  judgment  of  a  court 
of  law.'^ 

lu  other  words,  whenever,  after  review  or  rehearing  has  been  denied, 
the  unsuccessful  party  can  and  does  present  to  the  Department  such 
a  state  of  facts  and  circumstances  as  would  warrant  a  court  of  equity 
in  enjoining  the  collection  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  law,  then, 
and  not  until  then,  will  the  Department  re-open  the  case  for  further 
investigation. 

A  brief  reference  to  some  of  the  authorities  which  govern  courts  of 
equity  in  granting  relief  against  judgments  rendered  by  courts  of  law 
may  not  be  out  of  place  iu  order  to  fully  understand  what  is  required 
by  the  latter  clause  of  Rule  114,  above  quoted. 

In  Freeman  on  Judgments,  section  485,  pages  491  and  492,  it  is  said: 

In  respect  tu  the  general  grouutls  upon  which  the  interposition  of  courts  of  equity 
may  be  successfully  invoked  to  obtain  relief  from  judgments  or  decrees,  there  seems 
to  be  a  perfect  unanimity  of  opinion.  The  actual  adjudication  of  any  question  is  in 
fact  finals  under  all  cicumstnnces,  unless  corrected  by  some  appellate  tribunal;  Atid 
18  never  subject  to  re-examination  in  any  other  than  an  appellate  court,  apon  any 
issue  of  law  or  fact,  nor  upon  the  sole  ground  that  the  former  decision  is  contrary  to 
eiiuity  or  good  conscience.  It  is  always  a  condition  precedent  to  the  proper  action 
of  a  court  of  equity y  in  interfering  with  a  judgment  or  decree  not  before  it  on  appeal, 
that  the  facts  be  disclosed  establishing  that  the  matter  now  in  the  form  of  an  adju- 
dication is,  in  tnith,  without  any  fault  of  the  party  seeking  to  avoid  its  effect,  a 
determinsitiou  in  which  he  could  not  present  his  cause  of  action,  or  his  grounds  of 
defense,  as  the  case  may  be  to  the  consideration  of  the  court. 

In  section  487  it  is  said : 

It  has  alreaily  been  intimated  that  neither  an  erroneous  conclusion,  u]»on  which  a 
judgment  was  based,  nor  any  irregularity  of  proceeding,  not  involving  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  tribunal  pronouncing  it,  can  have  any  effect  in  detenuining  the  question 
whether  the  judgment  should  be  restrained  in  equity.  Such  beyond  doubt  is  the 
law,  ''A  court  of  equity  will  never  set  aside  or  enjoin  a  judgment  on  the  fcround  of 
error  or  mistake  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  law."  Xor  will  this  general  rnlw 
be  varied  because  tho  judgment  was  upon  default,  unless  there  was  fraud  or  surprise 
or  other  good  reason  for  the  failure  to  defend,  nor  on  the  ground  that  the  Supreme 
Court  had  overlooked  or  mistaken  material  facts  shown  by  the  record  ....  It  is 
therefore  conceded  that  ec^uity  will  not  interfere  with  a  judgmeut  on  account  of 
alleged  irregularities  occurring  in  the  exercise  of  lawful  jurisdiction. 

In  Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  section  1572,  it  is  broadly  stated 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  never  enjoin  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  law 
upon  the  ground  of  mistake  or  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  at 
law;  or  that  the  court  of  equity  in  deciding  the  same  questions  decided 
by  the  court  of  law  would  have  come  to  a  different  conclusion. 

Each  and  every  question  presented  by  the  x>etition  under  considera- 
tion, whether  of  law  or  fact,  has  been  fully  considered  by  the  Depart- 
ment, first  on  the  merits,  and  then  on  review.  The  evidence  is 
voluminous  and  conflicting  in  character.  Hartwell  has  had  full  oppor- 
tunity to  present  his  defense,  and  has  actually  availed  himself  of  such 
opportunity.  The  ultimate  finding  and  conclusion  of  the  Department 
were  in  harmony  with,  and  concurred  in,  the  respective  conclusions  of 
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your  office  and  the  local  officers,  that  Hartwell  is  shown  to  be  disqual- 
ified under  the  law  to  make  entry  of  the  land  in  question. 

The  petition  utterly  fails  to  bring  the  case  within  the  Bules  of 
Practice,  or  show  that  i>etitiouer  is  entitled  to  any  relief  whatever. 
It  is  therefore  deni^. 


FRIGE  OF  IiA:ND^RAILROAD  GRA29T* 

Daniel  Oampbbll. 

Odd  nmnbered  sections  within  the  primary  limits  of  a  railroad  grant,  hat  excepted 
from  the  operation  thereof,  must  he  held  at  douhle  minimam,  where  snch  grant 
requires  the  alternate  reserved  sections  to  he  sold  at  said  price. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June 

9,  1896.  (P.  W.  O.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Daniel  Campbell  from  your  office 
decision  of  May  11, 1895,  requiring  him  to  pay  an  extra  $1.25  per  acre 
on  account  of  his  pre-emption  entry  covering  the  W.  J  of  SW.  J  and 
NE.  i  of  SW.  i,  Sec.  35,  T.  18  N.,  R.  1  W.,  Prescott  land  district, 
Arizona. 

By  your  office  decision  "F"  of  December  8, 1890,  this  land  was  held 
to  have  been  excepted  from  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  July  25, 1886  (24  Stat.,  282),  for  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
railroad  company,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it  was  included  at  the  date 
of  the  filing  of  the  company's  map  of  definite  location  within  the  Camp 
Verde  Indian  reservation. 

The  order  creating  this  reservation  was  revoked  subsequently  to  the 
definite  location  of  the  road,  and  this  tract,  being  surveyed,  was  entered 
by  Johnson  November  6, 1886. 

In  the  case  of  Clarke  t?.  Northern  Pacific  railroad  company  (3  L.  D., 
158),  in  which  was  considered  the  question  as  to  the  price  of  certain 
lands  formerly  within  the  Crow  Indian  reservation  and  for  that  reason 
excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  company,  it 
was  held  (syllabus) : 

Where  the  statute,  providing  for  indemnity,  requires  the  doable  minimum  price 
to  be  paid  for  the  even  sections,  but  fixes  no  price  for  the  odd  sections,  lands  in 
either  odd  or  even  sections,  which  may  afterwards  be  disposed  of,  must  be  sold 
at  the  double  minimum  price,  saving,  however,  the  rights  of  settlers  prior  to 
withdrawal. 

In  the  present  case  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  before  me  to  show 
that  Campbell  would  be  protected  by  the  saving  clause  in  favor,  of 
those  settlers  who  settled  prior  to  withdrawal,  and  as  the  land  is  within 
the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  railroad 
company,  your  office  decision  properly  held  the  same  as  disposable  at 
the  double  minimum  rate  or  $2.50  per  acre. 
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It  is  urged  by  Mr.  Campbell  that  other  persons  entering  lands  simi- 
larly sitnated  have  been  permitted  to  complete  entry  upon  payment  of 
$1.25  per  acre,  for  which  they  have  received  patent;  bat  this  fiust,  if 
admitted,  would  not  be  sufficient  reason  for  farther  permitting  the 
•entry  of  land  at  $1.25  per  acre,  which  under  the  law  is  required  to  be 
disposed  of  at  the  double  minimum  rate. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed  and  you  will  allow  Mr.  Campbell  an 
additional  thirty  days  from  notice  hereof,  within  which  to  comply  with 
your  office  requirement,  and  in  the  event  of  his  failure  so  to  do,  his 
entry  will  be  canceled. 


RAILBOAB  BIGHT  OF  ^WAT-SPECIAX  ACT. 

Spokane  and  Palouse  Uy.  Co. 

The  beDeficiary  under  a  special  right  of  way  act  haring  abandoned  its  rights  fhers- 
ander  may  avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  the  general  right  of  way  aet  of 
March  3,  1875,  by  dne  compliance  with  the  terms  thereof. 

Becretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

P,  1896.  (A.  M.) 

With  your  letter  of  the  29th  ultimo,  you  submitted  a  map  filed  by 
the  Spokane  and  Palouse  Railway  Company  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1875,  18  Stat.,  482,  and  showing  the  definite  location  of  a  section  of 
12.29  miles  of  the  line  of  its  road  on  certain  lands  in  Idaho  formerly 
within  the  Kez  Perces  Indian  reservation. 

It  appears  that  by  the  special  act  of  May  8, 1890,  26  Stat.,  104,  a 
right  of  way  was  granted  to  this  company  through  the  then  existing 
Indian  reservation,  that  a  map  covering  the  right  of  way  shown  on 
the  present  map  was  approved  under  the  special  act  on  April  2, 1891, 
and  that  the  company  paid  the  Indians  for  the  right  of  way  acquired 
by  the  approval.  The  company,  however,  failed  to  construct  its  road 
as  required  and  has  abandoned  any  rights  it  may  have  acquired  under 
the  special  act  aforementioned. 

The  company,  being  a  beneficiary  under  the  general  right  of  way  aet 
of  1875,  now  applies  for  a  right  of  way  thereunder,  the  lands  in  the 
reservation,  outside  of  those  covered  by  allotments,  having  become 
public  lands. 

The  plats  of  survey  of  the  townships  crossed  by  the  right  of  way 
were  filed  in  the  local  ofiice  on  October  26, 1895  (although  your  letter 
does  not  so  state)  and  the  map  was  filed  therein  on  November  18, 1895. 
It  is  in  proper  form,  has  been  approved  as  recommended  and  is  returned 
herewith. 


PEGISI0N8  BELATIKO  TO  THE   PUBLIC  LANDS.  675 

r 

PBACnCE— DISPOSITION'  OF  AFPEAIiS— CUBRENT  BtTSENESS. 

Bpboial  Obdeb. 

Beeretary ,8mUh  to  the  OammUsioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  June 

llj  1896. 

In  addition  to  cases  8x>ecified  in  departmental  order  of  January  29, 
1S96  (22  L.  D.,  120),  you  are  directed  to  transmit  for  disposition  as 
"  current  work  "  all  ciuses  involving  townsit^  entries. 

In  all  cases  classified  as  current  work,  when  sending  out  notice  of 
your  decisions,  you  will  inform  the  parties  interested  of  that  fact,  and 
that  the  rules  relating  to  filing  arguments  will  be  strictly  enforced. 


mining  claim-px7blication  of  noticb-dbscbiptioh. 

Fbenoh  Lode. 

The  notiee  of  an  application  for  mineral  patent  wiU  be  held  Bnffloient^  in  the  matter 
of  descriptive  information  thereini  that  complies  substantially  with  the  law  and 
regulations  in  force  at  the  time  such  notice  is  given. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  June 

13, 1896.  (A.  B.  P.) 

By  decision  of  your  office  under  date  of  June  22,  1895,  relative  to 
mineral  entry  Ko.  1930,  for  the  French  Lode  claim,  lot  2486,  in  the  Con- 
solidated Ten  Mile  mining  district,  Leadville,  Colorado,  made  November 
30, 1883,  by  Charles  A.  Luther  et  a2.,  and  their  application  for  patent 
therefor,  you  required  the  claimants  to  publish  and  i>ost  a  supplemental 
notice  of  their  said  application  for  patent,  for  the  reason  that  the  former 
notice  as  published  did  not  make  mention  of  the  connecting  or  tie  line 
from  corner  ISo,  1  of  the  claim,  which  is  shown  by  the  survey  to  bear 
S.  540  and  V  W.  4393  feet  to  United  States  location  monument  Kokoma, 
your  conclusion  being,  in  substance,  that  in  view  of  such  omission  the 
locus  of  the  claim  could  not  have  been  definitely  ascertained  by  parties 
who  might  have  desired  to  contest  the  same  by  adverse  proceedings. 

The  Eli  Mining  and  Land  Company,  alleging  that  it  is  the  present 
owner  of  said  French  Lode  claim,  by  one  A.  D.  Searl,  manager,  filed 
an  appeal  from  your  said  decision. 

Several  grounds  of  error  are  alleged,  only  one  of  which,  however,  is 
deemed  material  to  the  proper  disposition  of  this  case;  and  that  is,  in 
effect  that  the  locus  of  the  claim  in  question  could  have  been  and  can 
be  readHy  and  definitely  ascertained  by  reference  to  the  connection 
made  by  the  survey  thereof  with  the  approved  survey  of  the  adjoining 
claim,  iio.  2487,  known  as  the  Clara  Lode  claim,  which  has  been  duly 
patented  to  its  owner. 
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The  record  shows  that  the  survey  of  this  claim  vas  uot  only  con- 
nected with  corners  No.  1  and  No.  2  of  the  said  Clara  Lode  claim  bnt 
was  also  connected  with  Uniteil  States  location  monnment  as  stated  in 
your  said  oflBce  decision.  This  latter  connecting  line  was  not  mentioned^ 
however,  in  the  published  notice.  The  records  of  your  office  ^how  that 
the  Clara  Lode  claim  was  carried  to  patent  January  30^  1886,  upon  the 
said  survey  thereof  and  upon  a  published  notice  exactly  similar  to  the 
one  here  in  question. 

The  United  States  surveys  were  not  extended  over  the  lands  in  the 
said  Consolidated  Ten  Mile  mining  district  until  several  years  after  the 
filing  of  the  present  application  for  patent  and  the  publication  of  the 
notice  under  it.  At  that  time  the  rules  and  regulations  of  your  office 
did  not  require  the  survey  of  a  mining  claim  located  on  unsurvcyed 
land  to  be  connected  with  a  United  States  mineral  monument,  as  has 
been  the  case  since  the  publication  of  mining  circular  of  December  10, 
1891 ;  and  therefore  the  mention  of  such  a  connecting  line  in  the  pub- 
lished notice  of  application  for  patent  could  not  have  been  required. 
Under  the  rules  then  in  force  a  reference  by  course  and  distance  to  per- 
manent objects  in  the  neighborhood  waa  deemed  a  sufficient  designation, 
of  the  locus  of  the  claim  by  the  sui*vey,  until  the  public  surveys  could 
be  closed  upon  its  boundaries.  And  while  such  rules  and  regulations 
enjoined  great  care  in  the  preparation  of  such  notice  they  did  not 
expressly  require  that  the  references  in  the  surveys  to  permanent 
objects  should  be  stated  in  the  notice (Copp'sU.  S.  Mineral  Lands,  37-^9). 

The  notice  in  question  appears  to  have  been  prepared  with  care.  It 
refers  to  the  connection  of  the  claim  with  corners  No.  1  and  No.  2  of 
the  previously  surveyed  Clara  Lode  claim  as  stated,  gives  minutely  the 
metes  and  bounds  thereof,  shows  its  location  with  reference  to  the  two 
other  mining  claims  adjoining  it  on  the  east  and  south,  and  seems  to  be 
in  other  respects  in  accord  with  the  rules  then  existing.  I  think  it 
therefore  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  law  and  regulations  in 
force  at  the  time  and  should  be  held  sufficient  to  carry  the  claim  to 
patent  if  the  claimant  has  complied  with  the  law  in  other  respects. 
The  fact  that  the  adjoining  Clara  Lode  claim  was  patented  in  1886 
under  the  former  rules  upon  a  similar  notice  would  indicate  that  your 
office  at  that  time  considered  such  a  notice  sufficient.  In  view  of  these 
things  1  do  not  think  there  exists  any  good  reason  for  requiring  tlie 
republication  of  notice,  and  your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed* 
This  is  not  to  be  considered  as  in  any  sense  relieving  applicants  for 
patent  since  the  publication  of  mining  circular  of  December  10, 1891^ 
firom  a  strict  compliance  with  the  rules  and  regulations  therein  pro- 
mulgated. 
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MINING  CLAIM— ABSTRACT  TITLE  OF  TIIE  PUr.CHASEIl. 

White  Extension  West  Lode. 

▲  mineral  entry  allowed  on  an  abstract  sho^ving  an  absolnte  title  in  the  applicant, 
and  thereafter  suspended  on  account  of  judicial  proceeding  apparently  affect- 
ing said  title,  may  pass  to  patent  on  the  termination  uf  said  proceedings,  and 
the  consequent  con  Urination  of  the  title  in  the  applicant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 
(W,  A.  L.)  13j  1896.  (P.  J.  0.) 

Tho  record  before  me  shows  that  Robert  W.  Nevin  and  James  S. 
2S"evin  made  application  March  4, 188.1,  for  the  White  Extension  West 
Lode,  survey  No.  1155,  Central  City,  Colorado,  land  district.  On  May 
15, 1882,  a  snpplemental  abstract  was  filed  in  the  local  office  showing 
the  transfer  of  the  property  by  the  Nevins  to  Isaac  Taylor  and  Charles 
C.  Miles,  and  by  the  latter  to  the  Lnlu  and  White  Silver  Mining  Com- 
pany. On  October  4,  following,  this  company  filed  an  application  to 
purchase  said  lode  claim,  and  on  the  same  day  mineral  entry  No.  2081 
was  made. 

On  June  23,  1883,  one  W.  0.  Baskin,  attorney  for  Nevin  et  aUy 
addressed  a  letter  to  your  office  and  enclosed  a  copy  of  a  cotni)laint 
filed  in  the  district  court  of  Clear  Creek  county,  Colorado,  wherein  the 
Lulu  and  White  Silver  Mining  Company  was  plaintiff,  and  Nevin  et  aU 
were  defendants,  alleging  that  the  sum  of  $12,000  was  owing  by  the 
defendants  and  that  the  deed  from  defendants  was  given  as  security 
for  payment  of  said  sum  within  ninety  days  from  date  said  sum  should 
be  demanded,  and  the  prayer  was  that  said  deed  should  be  adjndp:c(l 
and  decreed  to  be  a  mortgage,  for  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  and 
the  sale  of  the  premises.  By  letter  from  said  attorney  your  office  was 
asked  to  give  its  attention  to  this  complaint  and  to  suspend  action  on 
the  application. 

Your  office  by  letter  of  June  17, 1883,  held  that  there  is  no  material 
discrepancy  between  the  claim  for  a  patent  set  up  by  said  company  as 
owner  of  said  mining  claim  and  the  several  averments  in  its  com- 
plaint; that  the  suit  was  evidently  brought  for  the  purpose  of  quiet- 
ing its  possessory  title  and  to  remove  any  real  or  supposed  cloud 
thereon.    Mr.  Baskin's  objection  was  therefore  overruled. 

On  May  12, 1891,  your  office  again  considered  the  matter  and  notified 
.the  register  and  receiver  that 

farther  notion  in  this  oaHO  will  therefore  he  delayed  until  a  final  decree  shall  have 
heen  rendered  in  chancery  proceedings  now  pending  wherein  said  company  is 
plaintiff  and  the  applicants  for  patent  are  defendants. 

Thus  the  matter  seems  to  have  rested  until  July  12, 1894,  when  your 
office  again  addressed  a  letter  to  the  local  office  calling  attention  to  the 
fact  that  a  decree  was  made  in  said  suit  June  25, 1883,  and  that  in 
order  to  propeily  dispose  of  the  case  it  was  nece2>sary  that  the  com- 
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pauy  should  farnish  satisfactory  evidence  of  what  action  had  beea 
taken  under  said  decree  and  requiring  the  company  to  furnish  a  certi- 
fied copy  of  its  articles  of  incorporation. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  recite  all  the  details  of  litigation  in  the 
local  courts  instituted  by  the  mining  company.  Suffice  it  to  say,  that 
in  response  to  your  office  letter  of  July  12, 1894,  the  company  presented 
the  decree  of  the  district  court,  entered  on  mandate  of  the  supreme 
court,  reversing  the  judgment  below  sustaining  the  all^^tions  of  the 
complaint,  and  ordering  the  property  involved  to  be  sold  by  the  sheriff, 
if  the  amount  of  money  was  not  paid  within  a  given  period.  The 
amount  not  having  been  paid,  an  order  of  sale  was  issued,  and  the 
property  sold  on  May  5, 1888,  to  the  plaintiff.  Said  sale  was  confirmed 
June  14, 1888  by  the  court,  and  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  asked  further 
time  within  which  to  furnish  sheriff's  certificate  of  sale  and  copy  of 
sheriff's  deed.  On  consideration  of  the  matter,  however,  your  office  by 
letter  of  AprU  27, 1805,  held : 

It  having  been  finaUy  determined  by  a  court  of  competent  jnriadiction,  that  the 
deeds  relied  npon  by  the  entry  man  as  evidence  of  the  poseessory  title  in  making 
■aid  entry  were  in  effect  a  mortgage,  it  follows  that  at  date  of  said  entry  the  Lola 
and  White  Silver  Mining  Company  was  not  the  owner  of  said  White  Extension  West 
Lode  claim. 

Motion  for  review  of  this  decision  was  filed  and  with  it  copies  of 
sheriff's  certificate  of  sale  and  the  sheriffs  deed  to  the  plaintiff.  Your 
office  overruled  said  motion  for  review  on  the  same  ground  and  for  the 
same  reason  given  in  your  said  letter  of  April  27, 1895.  Whereupon 
the  company  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assigning  numerous  grounds  of 
error. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  many  errors  assigned 
by  counsel  for  the  reason  that  the  case  may  be  disposed  of  upon  one 
ground  alone.  The  supplemental  abstract  on  its  face  showed  absolute 
title  in  the  mining  company.  There  being  no  suit  pending,  the  property 
not  being  in  controversy  at  that  time,  the  local  officers  were  fully  jus- 
tified in  permitting  the  entry  to  be  made.  It  will  be  assumed  that  the 
mining  company  had  possession  of  the  property  and  has  maintained  it 
during  all  this  period,  there  being  no  showing  to  the  contrary,  or  any 
intimation  that  they  have  not  been  thus  possessed. 

Whatever  may  be  said  of  the  proceeding  had  in  court,  (10  OoL,357) 
whether  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  foreclosing  the  mortgage,  or  to  quiet 
the  title,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  title  of  the  company  by  reason  of  this 
decree  and  sale  is  now  perfect,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  the  entry 
should  not  be  approved  and  passed  to  patent,  if  it  is  otherwise  in  con- 
formity with  law. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  reversedi  and  the  entry  will  be 
approved,  if  otherwise  satisfsMstory. 
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« 

ROMBSTEAD-SOLDIEItS'  DECLARATORT  STAT£M£XT--SETTL£M£NT. 

Wood  v.  Ttlbb. 

A  Boldier's  homestead  declaratory  statement  is  no  protection  to  a  prior  settlement^ 
but  is  in  itself  the  initiation  of  a  right  to  make  homestead  entry. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June 

13y  1896.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

Certiorari  issued  in  tbis  case  September  18, 1805,  at  the  instance  of 
George  P.  Wood,  for  review  here  of  your  office  decisions  of  October 
20, 1894,  and  Jnne  18, 1895  (the  latter  on  review),  in  the  case  of  said 
Wood  and  Charles  ^.  Points  r.  Manael  Tyler,  wherein  a  hearing  was 
ordered  to  determine  the  qaestiou  of  priority  of  settlement  as  between 
Wood  and  Tyler,  the  land  involved  being  the  E.  i  of  the  SW.  ^  of  Sec 
29,  T.  11  K,  R.  7  W.,  I.  M.,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma,  land  district. 
Said  Points  is  not  a  party  to  this  proceeding,  Tyler  having  relinquished 
the  land  in  conflict  between  them,  and  the  decision  of  the  local  office ' 
in  favor  of  the  former  having  also  become  final  by  reason  of  Tyler's 
failure  to  appeal  from  so  much  of  the  decision  as  related  to  the  con- 
troversy between  them.  The  said  decisions  of  yoor  office  and  the 
writ  of  certiorari  set  out  all  the  material  facts.  The  petition  for  the 
writ  prays  that  the  order  for  a  hearing  be  revoked. 

It  appears  from  the  record  before  me,  among  other  things,  that  Tyler 
filed  his  soldier's  declaratory  statement  for  certain  lands,  incladiug 
the  tract  in  question,  April  20, 1892;  that  Wood  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  entire  SW.  ^  of  said  section,  October  21, 1892,  having  also,  on 
April  21,  1892,  initiated  a  contest  against  Tyler  and  one  Bennett 
whose  homestead  entry  of  April  20, 1892,  relinquished  October  10, 1802, 
covered  said  quarter  section;  that  Tyler  made  entry  for  the  east  half 
thereof  October  18,  1892;  and  that  Wood  made  settlement  on  the  land . 
covered  by  his  entry  on  the  afternoon  of  April  19, 1892,  and  has  since 
complied  with  the  law  as  to  residence  and  cultivation.    The  purpose  of 
the  hearing  was  apparently  to  enable  Tyler  to  show  when  he  made 
settlement  on  the  land  claimed  by  him,  his  contention  being  that  hia^ 
settlement  was  prior  to  that  of  Wood,  was  protected  by  his  said  declar- 
atory statement,  and  that  therefore  his  right  to  the  land  in  controversy 
was  superior  to  that  of  Wood. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  Tyler  did  not  make  entry  nor  apply  to  make 
entry  of  the  land  until  October  18, 1892,  more  than  three  mouths  after 
his  alleged  settlement,  and  subsequent  to  the  entry  of  Wood,  it  is 
material,  in  the  face  of  Wood's  settlement,  contest,  and  entry,  when 
Tyler  made  his  settlement.  He  must  stand,  as  a  claimant  for  the  land^ 
either  upon  his  rights  under  his  soldier's  declaratory  statement,  or^ 
independent  of  them,  nx>on  his  rights  under  his  settlement  and  entry, 
or  under  his  entry  alone.  However  he  may  elect,  the  right  of  Wood 
is  superior.    Wood's   settlement  was  prior  to  the  filing  of  Tyler'a 
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statement,  if  T^ier  elects  to  stand  upon  his  statement.  If  he  elects 
to  stand  npon  his  settlement  and  entry,  even  conceding,  for  the  sake 
of  the  argument,  that  his  settlement  was  prior  to  that  of  Wood,  he 
was  fatally  in  default  in  failing  to  make  entry  within  three  months 
of  his  settlement,  as  against  Wood^s  contest  and  prior  entry.  If  he 
stands  upon  his  entry  alone.  Wood's  right  is  obviously  superior. 

The  contention  that  Tyler's  declaratory  statement  protected  his  settle- 
ment right  is  unsound.  A  homestead  settlement  upon  surveyed  land 
avails  nothing  as  against  an  intervening  adverse  claim  nnless  followed 
by  entry  within  three  months.  Such  settlement  can  not  be  protected 
by  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement,  which  statement  has  no  relation 
to  a  prior  settlement,  but  is  itself  the  initiation  of  a  homestead  claim. 
The  case  of  Pickard  v.  Oooley  (19  L.  D.,  241)  is  directly  in  point  and 
supports  the  views  I  have  herein  expressed. 

A  hearing  in  this  ca-se,  in  view  of  the  facts  and  the  law,  is  wholly 
unnecessary.  The  order  for  a  hearing  is  therefore  revoked,  and  the 
case  remanded  to  your  ofQlce  for  further  appropriate  auction. 


SETTLEMENT  RIOHTS-tTNBECOItDED  ENTRT. 

HosKiNa  V.  Pearson. 

In  the  case  of  an  entry  that  is  not  of  record  in  the  local  office  the  land  ooTered 
thereby  must  be  held  ae  open  to  settlement  and  appropriation  subject  only  to 
whatever  rights  may  exist  on  the  part  of  such  entry  man. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

13y  1896.  (0.  J.  W.) 

September  27, 1887,  John  H.  Pearson  made  homestead  entry,  No. 
3731,  for  S.  i  NE.  i,  and  N.  i  SE.  J,  Sec.  9,  T.  63  5^.,  R.  9  W. 

On  September  28, 1887,  Harley  W.  Judd  made  homestead  entry,  No. 
3757  for  N.  i  SE.  J,  Sec.  9  and  N.  J  SW.  i,  Sec.  10,  T.  63  N.,  R.  9  W. 

George  Hosking  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  Judd's  entry,  and 
on  June  24,  1890,  as  a  result  of  that  contest,  homestead  entry.  No. 
3757,  was  canceled. 

July  5, 1890,  Hosking  filed  pre-emption  D.  S.,  No.  5320  for  N.  ^  SE. 
i,  Sec.  9,  and  N.  i  SW.  ^  Sec.  10,  T.  63  N.,  R.  9  W.,  and  made  final 
proof  thereon  September  27, 1892,  and  cash  certificate  and  receipt  were 
issued  October  1, 1892,— No.  11939. 

On  June  24, 1892,  Gustav  Y.  Anderson  made  homestead  entry,  No. 
6928,  for  the  land  covered  by  Hosking's  declaratory  statement  and 
when  the  entry  of  Hosking  was  taken  np  for  examination  new  publica- 
tion was  required  by  letter  of  May  20, 1893,  of  your  office,  also  direct- 
ing the  adverse  claimant  to  be  duly  cited.  New  publication  was  duly 
made  and  adverse  claimants  cited  in  the  published  notice  and  by  reg- 
istered letters,  the  letters  being  returned  unclaimed,  and  the  local 
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officers  reported  that  no  protest  or  objection  bad  been  filed  against 
Hosking's  entry.  Upon  said  report  Anderson's  homestead  entry,  No. 
6928,  was,  on  November  29, 1893,  canceled  as  to  the  N.  i  SW.  J,  Sec. 
10,  T.  63  N.,  E.  9  W.,  and  cash  entry  No.  11,939  of  Hosking  was  held 
for  cancellation  as  to  the  N.  ^  SE.  i  of  Sec.  9  on  the  ground  that  at  the 
time  of  Hosking's  settlement  the  land  was  segregated  by  Pearson's 
homestead  entry  made  in  1887.  Hosking  moved  for  review  of  yonr 
office  decision,  in  which  he  alleged  that  Pearson  had  lost  any  right  he 
might  have  had  to  the  land  in  controversy  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
he  never  settled,  improved  or  resided  npon  any  portion  of  the  same; 
that  at  the  date  of  his  (Hosking's)  settlement,  the  land  appeared  to  be 
vacant  unimproved  public  land,  and  the  same  appeared  by  the  records 
of  the  local  office  to  be  unappropriated.  That  by  his  contest  against 
Judd's  entry  and  the  preference  right  secured  thereby,  and  by  his  filing 
without  knowledge  of  the  existing  entry  of  Pearson  and  by  his  com 
pliance  with  the  law  he  has  acquired  an  equitable  right  to  the  land  in 
question,  which  should  be  recognized  unless  Pearson  has  a  superior 
right,  and  that  Pearson  should  be  required  to  show  cause  why  his 
homestead  entry  should  not  be  canceled,  or  a  hearing  should  be  ordered 
to  ascertain  the  facts  in  relation  to  Pearson's  failure  to  comply  with 
the  law.  On  March  23,  1894,  your  office  considered  said  motion  for 
review  and  denied  the  same.  On  March  27, 1894,  Hosking  appealed 
from  said  decision  to  the  Department.  On  April  6, 1894,  your  office 
held  that  said  appeal  was  not  filed  within  the  time  allowed  by  Eules  86 
and  87  of  Practice  and  declined  to  send  up  said  appeal.  On  May  5, 
1894,  your  office  sent  here  an  application,  filed  by  attorneys  for  Hos- 
king, for  writ  of  certiorari.  On  August  31, 1895,  said  application  was 
considered  here,  and  your  office  was  directed  to  certify  and  send  up  the 
record  of  the  proceedings  in  reference  to  the  cancellation  of  Hosking's 
pre-emption  entry.  Said  order  has  been  complied  with,  and  I  have 
now  before  me  the  record  in  said  case. 

The  effect  of  said  order  is  to  leave  the  appeal  of  Hosking  still  pend- 
ing and  to  be  di.^posed  of.  While  said  appeal  is  from  your  office  deci- 
sion of  March  23, 1894,  in  which  your  office  declined  to  review  its  decision 
of  November  29, 1893,  in  which  Hosking's  such  cash  entry  was  held  for 
cancellation,  it  necessarily  puts  in  question  the  correctness  of  your 
rulings  in  both  decisions. 

It  appears  that  Pearson  had  an  entry  of  record  in  your  office  for  the 
land  in  question  at  the  date  of  Hosking's  filing,  but  for  some  cause  it 
did  not  so  appear  in  the  local  office  and  Hosking  had  no  knowledge  of 
it.  If  Pearson  had  followed  up  his  entry  by  occupancy,  cultivation, 
and  improvements,  there  would  be  no  question  as  to  the  correctness  of 
the  cancellation  of  Hosking's  cash  entry,  but  as  against  the  bare  fact, 
that  Pearson  had  an  entry  of  record,  at  the  date  of  Hosking's  cash 
entry,  it  is  alleged  that  that  fact  did  not  appear  of  record  in  the  local 
land  office;  that  Hosking  Lad  no  knowledge  of  it,  and  that  the  laud 
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itself  appeared  to  be  anoccnpied  and  unappropriated,  and  that  Peai-son 
had  long  since  forfeited  all  rights  conferred  by  the  mere  entry.  These 
allegations  are  sworn  to  by  Hosking,  and  the  facts  set  ont  in  his  affi- 
davit are  duly  corroborated  by  two  other  witnesses. 

Appended  to  said  affidavits  is  a  certificate  from  A.  J.  Taylor,  register 
of  the  land  office,  at  Duluth,  shoeing  that  as  Pearson's  en  try  appeared 
of  record  in  said  office  it  did  not  embrace  the  land  in  controversy. 
Hosking  asks  that  Pearson  be  required  to  show  cause  why  his  entry 
should  not  be  canceled,  or  that  a  hearing  be  ordered,  at  which  said 
allegations  may  be  inquired  into.  These  papers  are  to  be  taken  as  a 
part  of  and  ancillary  to  Hosking's  appeal.  The  question  presented  is 
whether  or  not  Hosking  under  the  state  of  facts  hereinbefore  enumer- 
ated and  alleged  to  be  true,  has  such  equitable  right  to  the  land  as 
between  him  and  Pearson  entitles  him  to  a  hearing  on  these  allegations. 

In  the  case  of  Linville  v.  Clearwater  et  al.  (10  L.  D.,  59),  it  was  held 
in  a  similar  case,  that  to  every  one  except  the  first  entryraan  the  land 
was  public  and  open,  and  that  upon  the  relinquishment  by  the  first 
entryman,  that  of  the  second  should  be  reinstated.  The  reason  for 
this  was  that  the  rights  of  the  first  entryman  had  become  extinct  by 
reason  of  his  relinquishment,  and  the  effect  must  have  been  the  same 
if  his  rights  had  been  lost  throngh  any  other  cause,  as  by  abandonment 
of  the  land  or  failure  to  settle  upon  it,  as  in  this  case. 

Under  this  view  of  the  case,  it  was  error  to  refuse  to  inquire  wherlier 
or  not  Pearson  had  any  subsisting  right,  which  was  superior  to  that  of 
Hosking.  Your  office  decision  of  the  23d  of  March,  1S94,  is  accordingly 
reversed,  and  your  office  decision  of  November  29, 1893,  so  far  modified 
as  to  conform  to  this  opinion.  A  hearing  is  ordered  at  which  the  alle- 
gations against  Pearson's  entry  shall  be  inquired  into,  and  farther 
action  on  Hosking's  entry  is  hereby  suspended  to  await  the  result  of 
such  hearing. 

BAILROAD  LANDS-SECnOX  6,  ACT  OF  MAflTH  S,  18S7. 

BBNO  V.  OOLB. 

The  right  of  pnrchase  under  section  5,  act  of  March  3, 1887,  is  not  defeated  by  a  set- 
tlement and  entrj  made  after  the  passage  of  said  act,  and  with  fhU  knowledge 
of  the  prior  adverse  rights  of  the  claimant  nnder  the  railroad  |(rant. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

13y  1896.  (C.  J.  W.) 

The  N.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  Sec.  3,  T.  3  S.,  R.  69  W.,  Denver,  Oolo.— the 
land  in  controversy, — ^is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Union 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  its  right  to  which  attached  August  20, 1SG9, 
the  company  listed  it  December  3,  1879,  Amos  Band  filed  declaratory 
statement  No.  1020,  for  said  land  May  23, 1865,  alleging  settlement  fn 
April,  18G5.  Evan  E.  Eeno  made  homestead  entry,  No.  13,560,  for  the 
same,  December  26, 1888. 
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In  May,  1870,  Lyman  N.  Gole  caused  notice  to  be  published  of  his 
intention  to  submit  proof  of  his  right  to  purchase  the  land  under  the 
provisions  of  section  5,  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  Stat.,  55(»).  On  July 
5, 1889,  the  day  ufimed,  he  submitted  his  prooC^  and  no  one  appearM 
to  offer  objections,  but  afterwards  on  July  13, 1889,  Evan  E.  Keuo  filed 
an  affidavit,  in  which  he  set  forth  the  fact  that  he  had  made  evtry  of 
the  land  in  December,  1888,  and  settled  on  it  in  March,  1880,  and  had 
since  resided  continuously  upon  it,  cultivating  a  portion  of  it,  and  had 
made  improvements  which  Gole  had  destroyed.  That  he  had  not  seoii 
the  notice  of  Cole's  intention  to  make  proof,  and  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  same  until  July  12,  1880,  and  asked  for  a  hearing  to  enable  him  to 
appear  and  defend  his  rights.  On  December  20, 1880,  the  local  officers 
denied  his  application  for  hearing,  and  an  appeal  was  entered  from  said 
action. 

On  July  31, 1891,  your  office  approved  the  action  of  the  local  officers, 
holding  Beno's  entry  and  the  company's  list  for  cancellation,  and  accept- 
ing Cole's  proof  as  satisfactory.  The  case  was  appealed  to  the  Depart- 
ment, and  on  August  9, 1892,  the  action  of  your  office  was  affirmed  as 
to  the  railroad  company,  but  the  case  was  remanded  as  between  Eeno 
and  Cole  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  Beno,  if  he  could,  to  show  a  valid 
reason  why  Cole's  application  to  purchase  should  be  denied,  and  his 
entry  sustained,  it  being  held  that  Beno  was  not  proi>erly  notifie<l  of 
Cole's  intention  to  make  proof.  (Beno  v.  Cole,  15  L.  D.,  174.)  It  was 
further  held  that  the  unex[)ired  pre-emption  filing  of  Band  made  in 
18G5,  had  the  efiect  of  excepting  the  land  from  the  company's  grant, 
and  as  Beno's  filing  was  not  prosecuted  to  patent,  the  only  other  exist- 
ing claim  against  that  of  Cole  is  the  homestead  entry  of  Beno.  In 
accordance  with  said  decision,  after  the  cancellation  of  the  company's 
list,  your  office  directed  the  local  officers  to  appoint  a  day  for  a  hearing, 
and  give  notice  to  Beno  and  Cole.  Hearing  was  accordingly  had,  com* 
meuciug  December  8, 1892,  and  closing  January  27, 1893,  both  parties 
being  present.  On  May  6, 1893,  the  local  officers  found  in  favor  of  Cole, 
and  Beno  again  appealed  to  your  office.  On  May  3, 1895,  your  office 
affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  the  case  is  here  again  on 
the  appeal  of  Beno  from  said  decision. 

The  appeal  undertakes  to  specify  five  grounds  of  error,  but  they 
amount  to  nothing  more  than  the  general  allegation  that  the  decision 
is  against  the  law  and  the  evidence.  As  no  fact  found  by  the  local  office 
or  your  office  is  shown  to  be  unauthorized,  they  will  stand  as  correct. 
The  local  officers  made  the  following  statement  of  facts  in  their  report. 

From  the  testimony  presented  we  find  that  Mr.  Reno  has  known  the  land  in  dispnte 
since  the  snronier  of  1883;  that  on  June  17, 1885,  he  made  timber  cnltnre  application 
for  the  land,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  but  he  claims  that  he  nevei 
received  notice  of  the  reJectioD ;  that  he  made  homestead  entry,  No.  13,560,  for  this 
land  on  December  28, 1888;  tliat  on  the  26th  or  27th  of  March,  1889,  hehanled  lumber 
on  the  land  with  which  to  baild  his  house ;  that  at  the  time  he  made  his  said  entry  the 
land  was  enclosed  with  something  like  600  to  800  acres  of  other  lands;  that  he  hanled 
the  lamber  on  this  land  Ihrongh  a  wire  gate  that  was  in  the  fence  aronnd  this  land; 
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th«t  he  oommenoed  to  build  bU  boDse  on  March  28, 1889,  and  so  far  completed  it  on 
that  date  that  he  ooinmenced  his  residence  therein  on  the  evening  of  said  date ;  besides 
the  honse  he  bnilt  a  small  bam  and  some  sheds.  That  he  attempted  to  plant  and 
raise  crops  on  the  land  and  to  bnild  a  fence  round  it,  but  was  prevented  by  Cole  and 
men  in  his  employ ;  that  the  valne  of  his  improTements  is  aboat  $200;  that  he  wonld 
have  made  better  and  more  extensive  improvements  npon  the  place  had  he  not  been 
interfered  with  by  Cole;  that  he  has  maintained  a  hanajide  residence  upon  the  land 
iVom  the  date  of  his  settlement,  to  the  date  of  the  bearing  of  this  cause ;  that  he 
knew  this  land  had  been  purchased  from  the  railroad  company  by  William  A.  Rand ; 
that  Rand  had  sold  it  to  other  parties,  who  in  turn  sold  it  to  Cole ;  that  Cole  had 
purchased  it  about  the  time  he  (Reno)  applied  for  it  as  a  timber  culture  entry,  and 
that  Cole  was  in  possession  of  and  claiming  it  at  the  time  he  made  his  homeetead 
entry. 

This  summary  of  facts  toaching  Reno's  claim  seems  to  be  fairly  stated, 
from  the  record.    Of  Cole's  claim  it  is  said  briefly: 

On  the  other  hand,  it  appears  that  Cole  purchased  the  land  in  January,  1885,  and 
took  poflsesaion  thereof  at  once;  that  he  has  extensive  and  valuable  improTements 
thereon  in  the  way  of  ditches,  fences,  reservoir,  and  the  land  seeded  to  alfalfa, — all 
estimated  to  be  worth  three  thousand  dollars. 

The  insistence  of  Reno  is,  that  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556), 
will  not  avail  Cole  because  of  the  proviso  to  section  5  of  said  act,  which 
excepts  settlements  made  subsequent  to  first  of  December,  1882.  Said 
proviso  has  reference  to  settlements  initiated  between  December  1st, 
1882,  and  March  3, 1887, — the  date  of  said  act,  and  said  proviso  has  no 
reference  or  applicatiou  to  a  settlement  initiated  after  the  passage  of 
said  act.  This  ground  of  objection  to  the  applicability  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1887,  must  therefore  fail,  since  Beuo  made  no  settlement  upon 
the  laud  until  about  March  28, 1889.  The  settlement  then  did  not  affect 
the  operation  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887. 

These  facts  stand  out  prominently:  1st.  That  Cole  was  a  purchaser 
in  good  faith  before  the  passage  of  said  act,  deriving  title  from  the  rail- 
road company  through  those  from  whom  he  purchased.  2.  That  Beuo 
had  full  knowledge  of  Cole's  claim,  purchase  and  improvements,  and 
made  his  entry  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March,  1887.  3.  That 
he  obtained  clandestine  entrance  inside  Cole's  enclosure  when  nearly 
all  the  land  in  dispute  was  in  actual  use  and  cultivation  by  Cole. 

In  the  light  of  these  facts  what  Beno  terms  his  settlement  on  the  land 
in  March,  1889,  looks  more  like  a  deliberate  trespass  than  a  lawful 
effort  to  found  a  homestead  settlement  on  land  subject  thereto.  He 
formerly  made  application  to  cover  the  land  with  a  timber  culture  entry, 
which  was  abandoned  when  he  made  homestead  entry,  and  is  witlioat 
significance  in  the  case.  The  authorities  cited  by  your  office, — Croke 
V.  Stebbins  (14  L.  D.,  498) ;  Sethman  v.  Clise,  (17  L.  D.,  307) ;  and  Norton 
V.  U.  P.  Ey.  Co.  (17  L.  D.,  314),  support  your  finding,  that  Reno  estab- 
lished no  rights  superior  to  those  of  Cole  as  a  purchaser  in  good  faith 
from  the  railroad  company,  and  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1887,  applies  to  the  case. 

Your  olhce  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed.  The  papers  are  here- 
with returned. 
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BAII.ROAD  STATION  GBOUNI>S-APPLICATION. 

Santa  Fe,  Pbesoott  and  Phcbnix  By.  Oo. 

An  appUo«Uoa  for  station  gronnds,  properly  rejected  on  accoant  of  an  existing  entry 
of  the  land  involved,  and  awaiting  action  on  appeal,  will  not  attach  on  the  sab- 
sequent  cancellation  of  said  entry,  as  the  appeal  does  not  operate  to  save  or  ore- 
ate  rights  not  secnred  by  the  application  itself. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Officej  June 

13, 1896.  (0.  W.  P,) 

This  record  involves  the  right  of  the  Santa  Fe,  Prescott  and  Phceniz 
Eailway  Company  to  file  a  plat  showing  its  selection  for  station  pnr- 
X>oses,  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1876  (18  Stat.,  482),  of  15.69  acres  in 
the  NW.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  section  12,  T.  7  N.,  E.  6  W.,  Prescott  land 
district,  Arizona. 

The  record  of  your  office  shows  that  said  land  is  embraced  in  the 
homestead  entry,  No.  1078,  of  Thomas  J.  Little,  made  January  4, 1895. 

On  May  31, 1895,  your  office  held  that  the  land  applied  for  by  the 
company  is  not  public,  and  therefore  not  within  the  operation  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1875,  supra,  and  returned  the  map  to  the  local  officers 
for  delivery  to  the  proper  officers  of  the  company. 

The  company  appeals  to  the  Department. 

This  appeal  is  based  upon  the  following  specification  of  errors: — 

The  records  of  the  Land  office  show  that  the  homestead  entry  of  Thomas  J.  Little, 
nnmhered  1078,  for  the  west  half  of  north-west  quarter  of  section  12,  township  7 
north,  range  5  west,  dated  January  4thy  1896,  was  relinquished  hy  said  Little  on  the 
16th  day  of  July,  1895,  and  that  therefore  said  land,  during  the  pendency  of  this 
application  became  public  land  and  subject  to  the  right  of  the  said  Santa  F^,  Presr 
cott  and  Phcenix  Railway  Company  to  make  said  filing  nnder  act  of  Congress  of 
March  3, 1875. 

There  is  nothing  in  them.  The  land  was  not  public  land  at  the  date 
of  the  decision  of  your  office,  May  31,  1895,  rejecting  the  company's 
application.  Since  then,  the  records  of  your  office  show,  Little 
relinquished  his  claim,  and  on  the  same  day  B.  B.  Oastro  made  home; 
stead  entry  No.  1169,  of  the  same  tract.  The  company's  application 
was  properly  rejected  by  your  office,  and  consequently  was  not  a  pend- 
ing application,  that  would  attach  on  the  cancellation  of  Little's  entry, 
as  its  appeal  did  not  operate  to  save  or  create  rights  not  secured  by 
the  application  itself. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  affirmed. 


686  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LAND& 

BATLBOAD  GRA19T-SECTIOV  S,  ACT  OF  APRTL  91,  1876. 

NoBTHBBN  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Stxoks. 

The  confirmatory  provisions  of  section  2,  set  of  April  21, 1876,  «re  not  limited  to 
entries  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  bat  are  eqaally  applicable  to 
entries  made  thereafter. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  June 

13y  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  November  21,  1895,  in  the 
matter  of  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Oo«  v.  Nathan  D. 
Symons,  involving  the  W.  ^  8W.  J,  Sec.  35,  T.  15  N.,  B.  4  W.,  Olympia. 
Washington. 

The  laud  here  involved  is  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  upon 
the  map  of  general  route  of  the  main  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  B.  B., 
filed  August  13, 1870,  and  is  within  the  primary  or  granted  limits  upon 
the  definite  location  of  the  road  as  shown  upon  the  map  filed  Septem- 
ber 13, 1873. 

Prior  to  the  receipt  at  the  local  office  of  the  notice  of  the  withdrawal 
upon  the  map  of  general  route,  to  wit,  on  October  15, 1871,  Sylvanus 
Symons,  son  of  tbe  present  claimant,  was  permitted  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  this  land,  which  entry  was  canceled  January  30, 1878. 

Sylvanus  Symons  gave  his  improvements  made  upon  this  land  to 
his  father,  who  on  November  22, 1882,  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  this  land,  upon  which  he  made  proof  and  cash  certificate 
issued  January  10, 1884. 

In  considering  said  entry,  as  respects  the  railroad  grant,  your  office 
decision  of  March  12, 18S8,  held,  under  the  authority  of  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Burns  (6  L.  D.,  21),  that  the 
entry  of  Sylvanus  Symons  was  confirmed  by  the  act  of  April  21, 1876 
(19  Stat.,  35),  and  served  to  defeat  the  railroad  grant. 

The  Burns  case  was  overruled  by  departmenta*!  decision  of  March 
12, 1895  (20  L.  D.,  192),  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  confirmation  of 
entries  under  section  1  of  the  act  of  April  21, 1876  {supra) j  is  solely  for 
the  benefit  of  the  individual  claimant,  conditioned  upon  his  compliance 
with  law,  and  was  not  intended  to  confirm  the  entry  absolutely  as 
against  the  right  of  the  company,  so  as  to  except  the  land  from  the 
grant  in  favor  of  any  other  settler. 

In  view  thereof  your  office  decision  was  reversed  by  departmental 
decision  of  August  9, 1895,  not  reported,  and  it  was  held  that  Nathan 
D.  Symons'  entry 

mnst  be  csnceled  unless  upon  the  request  of  your  ofiQoe  the  company  should  relin- 
quish its  claim  in  favor  of  Symons,  under  the  provisions  of  the  aot  of  June  22,  1S74 
(18  Stat.,  194). 

From  your  report  it  appears  that  the  company  was  called  upon  and 
requested  to  relinquish  its  claim  in  favor  of  Symons  under  the  act  of 
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June  22, 1874  {gupra)j  to  which  the  resident  attorneys  for  the  company 
replied: 

We  advise  tb«t  in  view  of  the  liberal  polioy  panned  by  the  company  towards  all 
contestants  against  whom  the  Interior  Department  decides,  in  the  matter  of  acquir- 
ing land  by  purchase,  we  do  not  deem  it  advisable  to  relinquish  this  land  under  the 
act  in  question. 

In  view  of  this  action  on  the  part  of  the  attorneys  for  the  company, 
you  snbmit  the  matter  for  further  instructions. 

After  a  further  consideration  of  the  facts  presented  by  the  record  in 
this  case,  I  have  concluded  that  Nathan  D.  Symons'  entry  is  confirmed 
by  the  provisions  of  section  2,  of  the  act  of  April  21, 1S7G  (supra)y  and 
that  the  company's  relinquishment  is  not  necessary  to  the  recognition 
of  his  entry. 

In  your  ofQce  decision  of  March  12, 1888,  in  view  of  the  holding  made 
in  the  Burns  case,  then  being  followed,  it  was  unnecessary  to  consider 
more  than  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  1S7G,  upon  which  said  decision 
rested. 

The  reversal  of  the  holding  made  in  the  Burns  case,  while  it  overrules 
the  ground  upon  which  you  recognized  the  entry  in  question  as  against 
the  grant,  yet  it  does  not  fully  dispose  of  the  case,  for  by  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  187()  it  is  provided: 

That  when  at  the  time  of  such  withdrawal  as  aforesaid  valid  pre-emption  or  home- 
stead claims  existed  upon  any  lands  within  the  limits  of  any  such  grants  which  after- 
ward were  abandoned,  and,  under  the  decisions  and  rulings  of  the  Land  Department, 
were  re-entered  by  pre-emption  or  homestead  claimants  who  have  complied  with  the 
laws  governing  pre-emption  or  homestead  entries,  and  shall  make  the  proper  proofs 
required  under  such  laws,  such  entries  shall  be  deemed  valid,  and  patents  shall  issue 
therefor  to  the  person  entitled  thereto. 

The  facts  presented  in  this  case  would  seem  to  meet  the  conditions 
necessary  to  confirmation  under  this  section. 

Sylvanus  Symons  had  an  entry  capable  of  confirmation  under  the 
provisions  of  section  one,  which  he  abandoned,  and  under  the  ruling  in 
the  Burns  case  his  father,  to  whom  he  had  transferred  his  improve- 
ments, was  permitted  to  re-enter  the  lands  under  the  pre-emption  laws, 
with  the  requirements  of  which  he  has  shown  full  compliance. 

If  the  act  is  prospective  then  the  second  entry  is  confirmed. 

In  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  U.  B.  Co.  v.  Grosswhite  (20  L.  D., 
526),  it  was  held  that  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  section  one,  act  of 
April  21, 187G,  are  not  limited  to  entries  made  prior  to  the  passage  of 
said  act,  but  apply  with  equal  force  to  entries  made  thereafter,  and 
from  the  nature  and  relation  of  the  two  sections,  the  scope  must  be 
the  same. 

I  have  therefore  to  recall  and  set  aside  my  previous  decision  in  this 
case  and,  for  the  reasons  herein  given,  your  said  ofiice  decision  of  March 
12, 1888,  is  affirmed  and  patent  will  issue  on  Symons'  entry  under  the 
provisions  of  section  two  of  the  act  of  April  21,  1876. 
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PRACnCB-irOTICB  OF  APPEAL.-SKRVICE. 

Staples  et  al.  «•  St.  Paxtl  akb  Nobthebn  Pacific  B.  B.  Co. 

Notice  of  an  appeal  served  by  Tegistered  letter  on  tbe  "  land  commiasioner"  of  a 
railroad  company  is  proper  serTice  on  said  company. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commiseioner  of  the  Oenerai  Land  Officcj  June 

13j  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

Under  date  of  Hay  9, 1896,  Messrs.  Britton  and  Gray  filed  a  motion 
on  behalf  of  the  St,  Panl  and  Northern  Pacific  railroad  company,  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  firom  yonr  office  decision  of  January  31, 1895,  in  the 
case  of  Silas  L.  Staples  et  aL  v.  St.  Panl  and  Northern  Pacific  railroad 
company,  for  the  reason,  as  stated  in  the  motion, 

that  a  copy  of  said  appeal  wss  sirred  upon  Wm.  H.  Phipps  of  St.  Panl,  Minnesota, 
who,  however,  nowhere  appears  in  the  record  of  the  case  as  representing  said  oom.- 
pany  and  who  is  not  its  attorney. 

UiK>n  inquiry  at  yoar  office  it  is  learned  that  the  certificate  on  file  in 
yonr  office  a«  to  the  appointment  of  Wm.  H.  Phipps,  as  laud  commis- 
sioner of  said  St.  Paul  and  Northern  Pacific  railroad  company,  shows 
that  he  was  so  appointed  on  March  29, 1896. 

Under  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  Boyle  v.  North- 
ern Pacific  railroad  company  (22  L.  D.,  184),  it  must  be  held  that  the 
service  upon  Wm.  H.  Phipps,  which  was  by  registered  mail,  is  a 
sufficient  service  and  the  motion  under  consideration  is  accordingly 
denied.    You  will  so  advise  the  company. 


BAHiROAI)  GRAirr— HOMBSTTKAB  EKTBT— WATTEB. 
NOBTHBBN  PAOIFIO  B.  B.  GO.  f^.  MOBN. 

The  designation  of  a  tract  as  the  hasis  of  an  indemnity  selection,  at  the  time  that 
the  right  to  said  tract  is  in  dispute  hetween  the  company  and  a  homesteader, 
mnst  he  constrned  as  a  waiver  of  the  company's  claim  in  favor  of  the  entrymaD. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oenerai  Land  Office,  June 
(W.  A.  L.)  13j  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

The  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  Ole  Olesen 
Moen  is  pending  before  this  Department  on  appeal  by  Moen  from  your 
office  decision  of  May  8, 1896,  rejecting  the  final  proof  tendered  on  bis 
homestead  entry  covering  lot  6,  Sec.  1,  T.  27  N.,  B.  6  E.,  Seattle  land 
district,  Washington,  and  holding  said  entry  for  cancellation  for  con- 
flict with  the  grant  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company. 

From  the  recitation  contained  in  your  office  decision  it  appears  that 
this  land  was  formerly  included  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal 
made  upon  the  filing  of  the  map  of  general  route  of  the  branch  line  of 
said  road,  which  map  was  filed  August  15, 1873. 
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Upon  the  acceptance  by  this  Department  of  the  map  of  amended 
general  route,  filed  in  1871),  the  company  relinquished  its  claim  to  all 
lands  formerly  included  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  of  1873, 
which  fell  without  the  limits  adjusted  to  the  map  of  1879.  Tliis  tract 
fell  without  said  limits  and  was  formally  restored  to  entry  in  1879.  One 
John  S.  Goodrich  made  homestead  entry  of  the  land  May  2, 1884,  which 
entry  was  canceled  for  abandonment  December  5, 1887. 

On  September  3, 1884,  the  company  filed  its  map  showing  the  line 
of  definite  location  of  the  company's  road  opposite  this  line,  and  thiis 
tract  falls  within  the  primary  limits  as  adjusted  to  said  line  of  definite 
location. 

On  December  5, 1890,  Moen  was  permitted  by  the  local  officers  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  this  land,  and  after  due  notice  by  publication 
he  tendered  proof  thereon  June  12,  1891.  On  July  2,  1891,  the  com- 
pany filed  in  the  local  office  its  protest  against  the  acceptance  of  Moen's 
proof,  which  protest  was,  by  the  local  office,  overruled  on  September  30, 
1891,  from  which  action  the  company  appealed  to  your  office.  During 
the  pendency  of  said  appeal,  to- wit,  on  September  6, 1892,  the  company 
made  selection  of  a  tract  within  its  indemnity  limits,  and  specified  the 
tract  covered  by  Goodrich's  entry  as  a  basis  on  account  of  said  indem- 
nity selection. 

In  cocii»idering  the  company's  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local 
office,  overruling  its  protest  against  the  acceptance  of  Moen's  proof, 
your  office  decision  of  May  8,  1895,  appealed  from,  held  as  follows : 

It  is  held  by  the  Department  that  where  a  party  settles  apon,  or  enters  a  tract  of 
land  under  the  inipression  and  information  that  it  has  been  maile  the  basis  for 
indemnity  selection  of  other  land  in  lieu  thereof,  the  company  will  be  estopped  from 
claiming  otherwise,  so  as  to  defeat  the  claim  of  such  party  acting  npon  such 
*nformatton. 

It  cannot  be  maintained,  I  think,  in  this  case,  that  Moen  made  his  entry  with  the 
knowledge  that  the  company  had  made  the  tract  entered  the  basii^  for  indemnity 
selection,  and  that  the  company  was,  therefore,  estopped  from  claiming  that  said 
tract  was  not  actnally  lost  to  its  grant;  as  the  list  containing  it  was  not  tiled  nntil 
long  8nbse(|nent  to  said  entry 

The  company's  indemnity  selection,  specifying  this  tract  as  a  basis  therefor,  is 
clearly,  therefore,  invalid,  and  its  erroneons  action  in  the  matter  cannot  be  held  to 
except  the  tract  in  question  from  its  grant. 

I  must,  therefore,  reverse  your  decision,  reject  Moen's  proof,  hold  his  homestead 
entry  for  cancellation,  and  also  hold  for  cancellation,  as  illegal,  the  company's  said 
indemnity  selection,  above  described,  subject  to  appeal  in  sixty  days. 

The  facts  presented  by  this  case  show  that  the  company,  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  claim  asserted  by  Moen  to  this  land,  and  that  its  pro- 
tect against  the  acceptance  of  his  final  proof  had  been  rejected,  selected 
a  tract  within  its  indemnity  limits,  specifying  the  tract  covered  by 
Moen's  entry  as  a  basis  therefor. 

Under  the  acjt  of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  195),  provision  was  ma<le 
for  the  relinquishment  by  the  company  in  favor  of  a  settler  who  had 
been  permitted  to  make  entry  of  land  within  the  limits  of  a  railroad 
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land  grant  after  tbe  date  of  attachment  of  rights  thereunder,  and 
thereupon  the  company  was  granted  a  right  to  select  an  equal  quantity 
of  other  lands  in  lieu  thereof  from  any  of  the  public  lands,  not  mic 
eral,  within  the  limits  of  its  grant  and  not  otherwise  appropriated  at 
the  date  of  selection,  to  which  it  would  receive  title  the  same  as  though 
originally  granted. 

For  the  present  controversy,  therefore,  it  might  be  admitted,  which 
it  is  not  my  purpose  to  do,  that  the  record,  as  disclosed,  fails  to  show 
that  the  tract  covered  by  Moeu's  entry  was  excepted  from  its  grant,  for 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  allowance  of  Mocn's  entry,  and  the  fact 
that  he  had  tendered  proof  thereon,  it  made  selection  of  other  lands 
within  the  limits  of  its  grant,  as  was  possible  either  under  the  general 
indemnity  privilege  contained  in  its  grant  or  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  June  22,  1 874  {ffupra)»  While  it  is  true  that  no  formal  relinquishment 
tunder  the  act  of  June  22,  1874,  was  filed  by  the  company,  covering 
this  land,  yet  the  result  of  its  action  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  claim 
in  favor  of  Moen,  and  should  be  so  construed. 

By  its  own  act  the  company  has  rendered  it  unnecessary  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  this  tract  was  excepted  from  its  grant. 

Moen's  proof,  if  regular  and  satisfactory,  should  be  accepted  and  his 
entry  passed  to  patent.  Your  order  holding  for  cancellation  the  com- 
pany's indemnity  selection  based  upon  this  tract  is  set  aside.  Your 
office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed. 


CONJlRMATION-SOIiBIEB'S  ADDTTlONAJj  HOMESTEAIX 

SiSBBA  LUMBBB  COMPANY. 

The  certificate  of  the  register  and  receipt  of  the  receiver  issned  on  the  allowance  of 
a  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  are  safficient  to  bring  such  entry  within 
the  confirmatory  provisions  of  section  1,  act  of  March  3, 1891. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissiofier  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  June 
(W.  A.  L.)  13, 1896.  (W.  M.  W.) 

The  record  has  been  examined  in  the  appeal  of  The  Sierra  Lumber 
Company,  transferee,  from  your  office  decision  of  June  4, 1895,  holding 
for  cancellation  soldier^s  additional  homestead  entry  for  lots  1, 2, 3,  and 
4,  Sexj.  19,  T.  29  5^.,  R.  8  E.,  Susan ville,  California,  land  district 

On  June  5, 1875,  soldier's  additional  entry  was  made  for  the  land  in 
question,  containing  147.04  acres,  in  the  name  of  Boena  Bippee,  widow 
of  Eli  Bippee,  deceased. 

The  original  entry,  on  which  this  additional  entry  is  based,  contauned 
forty  acres.  This  additional  entry  is  excessive  to  the  amount  of  27.04 
acres,  for  which  payment  was  made  at  date  of  entry.  No  evidence  was 
filed  in  connection  with  the  entry  showing  that  Mrs.  Bipi>ee  had  not 
remarried  prior  to  entry. 

On  December  2, 1889,  Messrs.  Brittou  and  Oray  filed  in  your  office 
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the  corroborated  affidavit  of  Roena  Ripiiee,  in  which  she  stated  that 
she  is  the  widow  of  Eli  Rippee,  who  died  in  Wright  county,  Missouri^ 
July  21, 1871 ;  that  she  was  married  to  Eli  Rippee  October  16, 1869;  that 
Eli  Rippee  served  as  a  soldier  in  Company  F,  16th  Missouri  Cavalry, 
and  was  honorably  discharged  June  30,  1865. 

By  your  office  letter  of  July  25, 1890,  the  register  and  receiver  of  the 
local  land  office  were  directed  to 

notify  all  parties  iu  interest  that  an  affidavit  showing  that  BIrs.  Rippee  had  not  mar- 
ried prior  to  entry,  and  that  the  relinqnishment  of  one  of  the  lots  embraced  in  her 
entry  will  be  required  before  said  case  can  receive  favorable  action. 

By  your  office  letter  of  September  27, 1893,  a  copy  of  your  office  letter 
of  July  25, 1890,  was  sent  to  the  local  officers,  with  instructions  to  give 
notice  to  the  parties  in  interest  that  if  the  required  evidence  was  not 
furnished  within  sixty  days  the  entry  would  be  held  for  cancellation. 

In  resi)onse  to  said  office  letter,  the  local  officers  transmitted  to  your 
office,  on  December  29, 1893,  evidence  tending  to  show  the  Sierra  Lum- 
ber Company  to  be  the  transferee  of  Roena  Rippee. 

On  December  16, 1893,  the  local  officers  transmitted  a  letter  from 
the  Sierra  Lumber  Company,  the  party  in  interest,  in  which  it  is  claimed 
that  the  affidavit  filed  by  Britton  and  Oray,  supra^  showed  that  the 
widow  had  not  remarried. 

On  May  12, 1894,  your  office  held  the  entry  for  cancellation,  for  the 
reasons  that 

it  does  not  appear  that  the  entry  woman  was  unmarried  at  the  date  of  entry,  and  also 
because  of  the  failure  of  the  said  entry  woman  or  party  in  interest  to  approximate 
the  entry  to  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  as  required. 

The  Sierra  Lumber  Company  appeals. 

The  third  and  fifth  specifications  of  error  assigned  are  as  follows: 

8. 

In  not  holding  said  entry  confirmed  hy  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1S91. 

6. 
In  not  approving  the  entry  of  Roena  Rippee  for  patent  as  it  now  stands. 

By  irrevocable  iK)Wer  of  attorney,  dated  April  16, 1875,  Koena  Eippee 
empowered  N.  B.  Chipmau  to  sell  and  convey  the  land  in  question. 

On  June  5, 1875,  under  said  power  of  attorney,  Chipman  conveyed 
said  lands  to  Alonzo  Haywood,  under  whom  and  by  virtue  of  certain 
conveyances,  decrees  and  orders  in  bankruptcy,  the  Sierra  Lumber 
Company  hold  the  title  to  it  as  transferee. 

Your  office  decision  held  that: 

The  final  certificate  has  never  issued  on  this  entry,  and  under  the  rule  in  the  case 
of  David  Walters,  15  L.  D.,  136,  said  entry  is  not  confirmed  by  section  7  of  the  act  of 
March  9, 1891. 

On  the  question  as  to  whether  the  entry  was  confirmed  under  section 
7  of  the  act  of  1891,  supraj  the  case  of  David  Walters,  cited  in  your 
office  decision,  followed  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Bush^  13  L.  D.;  529. 


€92  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

In  the  case  of  William  B.  Sisemore,  18  L.  D.,  441,  the  Bash  case  was 
expressly  overraled,  and  pro  tanto  the  Walters  case,  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  the  question  of  confirmation  under  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891,  ceased  to  stand  as  an  authority  on  such  question. 

The  7th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat,  1095),  confirms: 

All  entries  nukle  ander  the  pre-emption,  hemestead,  deseri-lAnd,  or  timber  cnltnie 
laws,  in  wbich  final  proof  and  payment  may  have  been  made  and  certificates  issued, 
and  to  which  there  is  no  adverse  claims  originating  prior  to  final  entry,  and  which 
have  been  sold  or  incumbered  prior  to  the  first  day  of  March,  eighteen  hnndred  and 
eighty,  and  after  final  entry  to  bona  fide  purchasers,  or  incumbrancers,  for  a  Talna- 
ble  consideration,  shall,  unless  upon  an  investigation  of  a  Government  agent,  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found,  be  confirmed  and  patented,  ete. 

In  this  case  the  application  to  enter  was  duly  made  by  Boena  Bippee, 
the  register  of  the  local  office  certified  that  she  had  paid  all  the  fees  and 
commissions  prescribed  by  law,  the  receiver  executed  a  receipt  for  the 
amount  of  the  fees  and  commissions  and  one  for  the  mon^y  paid  for 
the  excess  of  land  over  and  above  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres. 

It  is  clear  that  the  certificate  of  the  register  and  receipt  of  the  receiver 
executed  in  this  case  were  sufficient  to  bring  the  entry  within  the  con- 
firmatory provisions  of  said  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891. 

The  entry  will  be  passed  to  patent. 

Tour  office  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


HOMESTEAD  0029TE8T— 8USPEin>SD  KMTUT« 

Brunette  v.  Phillips. 

The  suspension  of  an  entry,  during  the  pendency  of  an  investigation  ordered  to 
determine  the  aUeged  right  of  a  prior  occupant,  relieves  the  entryman  from  the 
maintenance  of  his  residence  and  ibiprovements  during  the  period  of  suspension. 

Where  an  entry  is  thus  suspended,  a  contest  initiated  prior  to  the  expiration  of  six 
months  from  date  of  entry,  excluding  the  period  of  suspension,  is  premature. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 
(W.  A.  L.)  13y  1896.  (C,  J.  G.) 

This  controversy  is  in  relation  to  the  NW.  J  of  'SW.  J,  Sec.  28,  T.  35 
N.,  R.  27  W.,  Marquette  land  district,  Michigan. 

It  appears  fipom  the  record  that  on  Au^ist  16, 1883,  one  James  Chis- 
holm  made  homestead  entry  for  the  above  described  land. 

On  June  21, 1888,  Dominick  Brunette,  Jr.  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry.  A  hearing  was  ordered  for  August  14, 1888,  bat 
neither  party  appeared,  and  no  evidence  having  been  submitted  the 
contest  was  dismissed  and  the  case  dosed.  Your  office,  however,  on 
March  18, 1891,  of  its  own  motion  canceled  Ohisholm's  entry,  *<  on  the 
ground  of  the  entryman's  failure  to  make  final  proof  within  the  statu- 
tory period." 
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On  March  25,  1893,  John  Phillips  made  homestead  entry  for  said 
land.  Prior  to  that  date  Brunette  claimed  and  held  possession  of  the 
same,  but  had  never  made  entry. 

On  April  10, 1893,  presumably  as  the  result  of  Phillips'  entry,  Bru- 
nette filed  an  affidavit  in  the  local  office  alleging  prior  right  to  said 
land.  The  said  affidavit  was  transmitted  to  your  office  for  instruc- 
tions, and  on  May  4,  1893,  the  local  office  was  "directed  to  'reassume 
jurisdiction'  of  the  case,  and  to  take  the  proper  action  to  'bring  on  the 
issue,  whatever  it  is.' "  Your  office  also  stated  in  said  communication 
that: 

While  it  appears,  as  the  case  now  presented  stands,  that  Brunette  slept  on  hif» 
rights,  there  is  also  an  appearance  that  Phillips,  the  present  en  try  man.  has  made  an 

entry  of  the  land  over  the  notorious  settlement  of  another Phillips'  H.  E. 

7042  as  described,  is  suspended  pending  your  further  report,  in  due  time,  and  action 
taken  thereon. 

A  hearing  was  thereupon  ordered,  at  which  both  parties  appeared. 
After  a  consideration  of  the  testimony  the  local  office  decided  that 
Brunette's  settlement  (>i\  this  land  was  not  such  as  to  lead  the  world 
to  believe  that  he  claimed  it  as  a  homestead;  that  he  has  done  no 
building  or  cultivation  on  the  land  in  quesdon  for  the  past  five  years 
except  to  cut  the  hay  thereon  in  season.  They  therefore  recommended 
the  dismissal  of  his  contest. 

Brunette  was  notified  of  this  decision  on  July  16, 1893.  He  filed  an 
appeal  therefrom  on  August  11, 1893,  but  notice  was  not  served  on 
PhiUips  until  August  30, 1893. 

On  January  30, 1894,  your  office  dismissed  the  appeal,  for  the  reason 
that  the  same  was  not  served  on  the  opposite  party  within  the  time 
allowed  by  the  rules  of  practice.  A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  con- 
sidered and  dismissed  by  your  office  at  the  same  time,  for  the  reason 
^^that  the  same  did  not  contain  an  allegation  that  it  was  made  in 
good  faith  and  not  for  the  purjwse  of  delay,  as  required  by  Bule  78 
of  Practice,  and  was  not  based  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered 
evidence."  The  decision  appealed  from  was  held  final,  the  contest 
dismissed,  Phillips'  entry  held  intact,  and  the  case  closed. 

On  April  IS,  1894,  Brunette  filed  contest  against  Phillips'  entry, 
alleging  abandonment,  change  of  residence  for  more  than  six  months 
after  entry,  and  failure  to  settle  upon  and  cultivate  the  land  as  required 
by  law.  A  hearing  was  ordered  for  August  1,  1894,  at  Avhich  both 
parties  appeared.  After  a  consideration  of  the  testimony  the  local 
office  rendered  the  following  decision: — 

The  defendant  Phillips,  jnst  previons  to  the  initiation  of  this  contest  and  in  antici- 
pation of  the  initiation  of  the  same,  commenced  to  huild  a  honse  on  the  tract  in  dis- 
pute ;  that  this  house  was  the  first  suhstnntial  improvement  placed  on  the  premises  by 
him,  although  his  entry  was  made  on  the  23d  day  of  March,  1893;  that  Brunette,  tho 
contestant  in  this  case,  had  cleared  several  acres  of  land  and  had  raised  crops  thereon 
with  his  full  knowledge  before  this  start  was  made  hy  him  to  build  a  house;  that 
the  evident  intention  of  Brunette  was  to  clear  the  land  and  make  himself  a  home 
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and  his  improvements  on  said  land  are  valuable  and  substantial;  thut  the  tract  has 
been  rendered  quite  valuable  by  reason  of  his  industry;  that  to  now  award  to  Phil- 
lips who  has  not  in  our  opinion  shown  that  good  faith  stipulated  for  in  the  home- 
stead laws,  the  benefit  of  Brunette's  work  for  several  years  would  be  a  harsh  cxai*- 
tion.  We  find  that  Phillips  has  remained  a  willing  witness  or  observer  of  Brurette's 
work  in  improving  this  land  ever  since  the  date  of  the  hearing  in  the  first  contest, 
while  making  no  effort  to  improve  the  same  himself,  in  the  hope  and  expectation  of 
reaping  the  benefits  of  said  improvements.  We  find  that  Phillips  hns  shown  a  total 
disregard  of  the  rights  of  Brunette,  has  invaded  his  home  and  removed  his  goods 
therefrom  without  warrant  or  authority  of  law,  all  of  which  he  now  asks  us  to 
approve.  We  believe  Mr.  Phillips  to  be  acting  in  bad  faith  with  the  government, 
and  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  his  entry  had  not  been  relieved  from  suspension 
six  months  before  the  initiation  of  this  contest,  we  recommend  that  the  same  be 
canceled  and  that  Brunette  who  has  superior  equities,  be  permitted  to  enter  said 
tract. 

On  appeal  your  office,  by  letter  of  May  28, 1895,  affirmed  the  deci- 
sion of  the  local  office,  and  held  Phillips'  entry  for  cancellation.  Phil- 
lips has  prosecuted  a  further  appeal  to  this  Department. 

The  rights  of  Brunette  were  fully  adjudicated  at  the  former  hearing, 
in  whicli  your  office  decision  of  January  30,  1894,  adverse  to  him  was 
affirmed  by  this  Department.  The  questions  presented  for  decision 
therefore  are  as  follows:  (1)  Was  it  the  duty  of  Phillips  to  maintain 
residence  and  improvements  during  the  period  of  the  suspension  of  his 
entry.  (2)  Was  Brunette's  contest  against  Phillips' entry  premature; 
and  incidentally  was  Phillips  prevented  by  threats  of  violence  from 
maintaining  his  residence  and  making  improvements  after  entry. 

As  stated  in  your  office  decision  it  is  i>retty  well  settled  that  the  \)ei\- 
dency  of  contest  proceedings  does  not  excuse  an  entrj'raan  from  com- 
plying with  the  law  as  to  tliese  matters.  But  there  is  evidently  a 
difll'erence  between  the  circumstances  surrounding  this  case  and  thovse 
arising  under  an  ordinary  contest.  The  virtual  effect  of  the  suspen- 
sion of  Phillips'  entry  was  to  take  him  out  of  the  case.  In  other  words 
his  entry  was  held  in  abeyance  awaiting  an  investigation  of  Brunette's 
claim.  So  soon  as  that  was  determined  Phillips'  entry  attached  and 
not  before.  Phillips'  case,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  his  entry  was  sus- 
pended x)6nding  an  investigation  of  the  occupant's  claims,  is  certainly 
different  from  a  case  where  a  contest  is  filed  charging  laches  on  the 
part  of  the  entryman.  In  the  latter  instance  the  entryman  has  already 
made  his  entry  and  established  his  residence,  and  until  the  charges  are 
substantiated,  is  presumably  living  on  and  cultivating  the  land.  lu 
the  case  at  bar  the  entryman,  on  account  of  the  circumstances,  was 
not  able  to  maintain  his  residence,  and  it  would  be  manifestly  nnjnst 
to  require  him  to  make  a  showing  of  residence  and  improvements  as 
urged  in  the  contest  affidavit.  In  fact  it  might  very  properly  be  claimed 
that  on  account  of  the  sus|)en8ion  of  his  entry  and  threats  of  violence 
on  the  part  of  the  occupant,  Phillips  was  never  able  to  establish  his 
residence  during  the  period  in  which  abandonment  is  charged.  An 
abandonment  and  change  of  residence  imply  and  presuppose  its  prior 
establishment. 
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I  am  of  the  opinion  therefore  that  the  suspension  of  Phillips'  entry, 
not  being  the  direct  result  of  a  contest,  and  pending  a  hearing  to  deter- 
mine the  prior  occupant's  settlement  rights,  relieved  him  from  the  duty 
of  keeping  up  his  residence  and  improvements  during  the  period  of  the 
suspension. 

Was  Brunette's  contest  of  April  18, 1894,  prematurely  filed!  In  the 
case  of  De  Haven  v.  Gott  (18  L.  D.,  144)  it  was  held: — 

A  contest  against  a  homestead  entry  charging  abandonment  and  failure  to  estab- 
lish residence  is  premature  if  brought  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  period  accorded 
under  the  law  for  the  establisliment  of  residence. 

In  the  case  of  Farnell  et  al.  v.  Brown  (20  L.  D.,  324)  it  was  held — 

A  suspended  entry  does  not  run  during  the  period  of  suspension^  but  it  does  run 
from  its  date  to  suspension,  and  then  again,  as  if  without  interrnption,  from  the 
date  of  the  order  revolting  the  suspension  to  the  expiration  of  the  term. 

An  entryman  has  six  months  after  date  of  entry  within  which  to 
establish  residence.  The  record  shows  that  Phillips'  entry  was  actu- 
ally alive  only  about  four  months.  Phillips  claims  that  he  was  not 
informed  of  the  revocation  of  the  suspension  until  March  23,  1894. 
This  being  true  his  entry  was  ahve  but  little  over  two  months. 

On  the  revocation  of  an  order  suspending  a  desert  entry,  time  will  not  run  as 
against  the  entryman  in  the  matter  of  reclamation,  in  the  absence  of  proper  notice 
to  him  of  said  revocation.    Farnell  et  al,  v.  Brown,  On  Review,  (21  L.  D.,  394). 

This  rule  by  parity  of  reasoning  should  apply  with  equal  force  to  a 
homestead  entry. 

From  the  above  it  must  be  concluded  that,  where  an  entry  is  sus- 
pended pending  a  determination  of  alleged  priority  of  right,  a  contest 
initiated  prior  to  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  date  of  entry,  not 
counting  the  period  of  suspension,  is  premature. 

Phillips  states  that  he  moved  to  the  land  on  April  18, 1894.  N'otice 
of  contest  was  served  upon  him  April  20, 1894.  If  his  statement  is 
true  he  was  living  on  the  laud  when  notice  was  served. 

A  charge  of  abandonment  against  a  homestead  entry  must  fail  where  the  entry- 
man  is  residing  upon  the  land  when  notice  of  the  contest  is  served.  Neal  v.  Cooley 
(18L.D.,  3). 

In  regard  to  Phillips'  allegation  that  he  was  prevented  by  threats  of 
personal  violence  from  maintaining  residence,  it  was  held  in  the  case 
of  Swain  t?.  Call  (9  L.  D.,  22),  that : 

In  order  to  constitute  duress,  the  threats  alleged  must  be  such  as  are  oalculated  to 
operate  on  a  person  of  ordinary  firmness  in  such  a  manner  as  to  inspire  a  just  fear 
of  the  loss  of  life,  or  great  bodily  harm . 

Also  in  the  case  of  Dorgan  v,  Pitt  (6  L.  D.,  616)  it  was  said: 

Aotnal  violence  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  duress.  .  .  .  Failure  to  establish 
and  maintain  residence,  by  personal  presence  on  th»  land,  cannot  be  construed  as 
an  abandonment  when  resulting  from  duress. 

Phillips  expressed  his  willingness  to  go  on  and  improve  the  land,  and 
was  only  prevented  from  doing  so  by  fear  of  personal  injury,  and  by 
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the  order  suspending  his  entry,  which  he  regarded  as  a  prohibition 
against  any  further  action  on  his  part.  He  had  moved  one  load  of 
household  goods  to  the  land  and  w>is  preparing  to  take  up  his  residence 
there  when  his  things  were  thrown  out  of  doors  by  Brunette.  The 
counter  charge  is  made  that  Philli]>s  destroyed  property  belonging  to 
Brunette.  At  any  rate  P]iil)i))s  was  comx>el1ed  to  leave,  and  8oon 
thereafter  Brunette  filed  his  afiidavit  alleging  prior  setllement,  andtbe 
former's  entry  was  suspended.  Even  though  there  may  be  a  question 
as  to  whether  Phillips  was  the  victim  of  duress  under  the  definitions 
given  in  the  cases  cited,  yet  the  threats  taken  in  connection  with  the 
fact  that  Phillips'  entry  was  soon  thereafter  susiiended,  afiTord  a  reason- 
able excuse  for  not  maintaining  the  residence  which  he  attempted  to 
establish.  The  fact  that  Phillips  had  knowledge  of  Brunette's  claim 
to  this  land  was  no  bar  to  his  making  homestead  entry  of  the  same, 
provided  he  was  honestly  led  to  believe  from  circumstances  that  Bru- 
nette had  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  for  a  number  of  years. 

It  is  urged  that  the  first  substantial  improvements  were  mside  by 
Phillips  just  prior  to  the  initiation  of  contest.  It  is  alleged,  however, 
and  the  allegation  is  substantially  sui>ported  by  the  evidence,  that  he 
conveyed  logs  to  this  land  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  house  as  early 
as  March  or  April,  1893.  He  afterwards  used  this  material  in  building 
the  house  he  was  occupying  at  date  of  contest 

There  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  Brunette  was  officially  notified  of 
the  cancellation  of  Chisholm's  entry,  and  there  seems  to  be  no  reason 
why  he  should  have  been,  but  he  must  have  been  aware  that  his  con- 
test had  been  dismissed.    This  fact  should  have  put  him  on  inquiry. 

Tour  office  decision  is  hereby  reversed.  Brunette's  contest  is  dis- 
missed and  Phillips'  entry  wiU  be  allowed  to  remain  intact  subject  to 
proper  compliance  with  law. 


ALASKA— APPLICATION  FOR  SXJRVEY-PATMKNT. 

SmtvEY  Dumber  Three. 

If,  nnder  an  application  to  purchase  lands  in  Alaska,  the  survey  is  correctly  exe- 
cuted in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the  rnles  and  regulations 
governing  such  surveys,  the  surveyor  should  not  be  made  to  suflTer  a  loss  of  the 
pay  for  the  work  done  because  the  application  must  be  denied  on  grounds  for 
which  the  applicant  is  responsible. 

8ec7'€tary  Smith  to  the  Commmioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  June 

13, 1896.  (W.  C.  P.) 

With  letter  of  September  26, 1893,  you  transmitted  the  papers  relat- 
ing to  survey  No.  3,  Alaska,  of  a  tract  of  land  situated  on  the  northeast 
shore  of  Chilkat  Inlet  made  upon  the  application  of  Hugh  Murray  to 
purchase  said  land,  said  survey  having  been  made  by  deputy  surveyor 
<Tet)rge  W.  Garside. 
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When  the  plat  of  this  survey  was  considered  in  your  office  certain 
objections  thereto,  or  rather  to  the  approval  of  the  application  to  pur- 
chase in  support  of  which  the  survey  was  made,  were  pointed  out  in 
your  office  letter  of  January  21, 1895,  to  the  exofficio  surveyor  general 
for  Alaska,  as  follows: 

The  tract  of  land  embraced  in  this  survey  while  in  the  form  of  a  square,  iuclndes 
more  land  than  appears  to  be  in  acttial  occnpaucy  by  the  claimants,  besides  includ- 
ing forty  seven  huts  which  the  deputy  says  were  erected  by  the  natives. 

It  was  suggested  that  the  objections  might  be  overcome  by  an 
amended  survey  upon  certain  lines  pointed  out,  and  the  survey  was 
suspended  awaiting  amendment. 

Murray,  the  applicant  to  purchase,  seems  to  have  acquiesced  in  this 
disposition  of  the  matter.  George  W.  Garside  and  Charles  W.  Garside, 
however,  entered  a  protest,  asserting  that  the  surveys  had  been  made 
by  them  as  required  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  instructions  of 
the  ex-oflicio  surveyor  general,  the  money  to  pay  therefor  having  been 
deposited  by  the  applicant  to  purchase,  and  that  the  suspension  of  the 
plats  was  prejudicial  to  their  interests.  They  urged  that  said  survey 
be  approved  and  the  accounts  for  the  same  be  adjusted  and  paid  out  of 
the  money  deposited  for  that  purpose.  This  paper  contains  allegations 
touching  the  merits  of  the  application  to  purchase  which  only  the 
applicant  would  be  heard  to  make,  and  also  as  to  the  work  of  your 
office,  which  are  without  merit. 

Your  office  replied  to  this  protest  under  date  of  July  12, 1895,  adher- 
ing to  the  conclusion  theretofore  announced,  and  advising  the  parties 
that  the  proper  course  would  be  an  appeal  ix)  this  Department.  As  a 
result  of  this  advice  the  appeal  in  question  taken  by  a  party  who  has 
no  interest  in  the  land  constituting  the  subject-matter  of  the  proceeding, 
is  before  me. 

The  appellants  have,  however,  an  incidental  interest  in  the  case, 
because  under  the  present  conditions  they  are  unable  to  secure  com- 
pensation for  their  services  in  making  the  survey  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion. The  work  in  connection  with  this  survey  was,  so  far  as  the  record 
before  me  discloses,  correctly  executed  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
their  contract  and  the  rules  and  regulations  of  your  oflflce.  If  the  work 
of  a  survey  in  such  cases  be  correctly  executed  the  surveyor  should  not 
be  made  to  suffer  a  loss  of  the  pay  for  that  work,  because  of  the  fact 
that  the  application  to  purchase  must  be  denied  for  some  other  defect. 
That  would,  however,  be  the  effiect  of  your  decision,  and  because  of 
this  seeming  injustice,  I  have  concluded  to  entertain  the  appeal  herein 
to  determine  whether  relief  can  be  given  those  parties. 

Many  of  the  various  errors  alleged  are  in  respect  to  the  merits  of  the 
application  to  purchase,  and  the  greater  part  of  the  argument  filed  in 
support  of  the  appeal  is  directed  to  those  points.  TSo  question  as  to 
the  merits  of  the  application  is  properly  before  me  and  no  such  question 
will  be  discussed  or  considered  at  this  time. 
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It  is  contended,  however,  that  these  appellants  are  entitled  tu  pay 
for  the  work  which  was  properly  done,  and  that  the  plats  prepared  by 
them  as  a  part  of  this  work  should  be  so  far  approved  as  to  enable 
them  to  secure  a  settlement  of  their  accounts  and  the  x)^ynient  of  the 
amount  found  due  them.  Simple  justice  to  them  would  seem  to 
demand  that  this  be  done. 

Sections  12  and  13  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26  Stat.,  1095), 
authorize  the  purchase  of  public  lands  in  Alaska  which  are  occupied 
for  the  purpose  of  trade  or  manufactures,  not  exceeding  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres  by  any  one  person,  to  be  taken  as  near  as  practicable 
in  a  square  form,  and  require  that  one  desiring  to  purchase  shall  make 
a])plication  to  the  ex-officio  surveyor  general  for  an  estimate  of  the  cost 
of  making  survey  of  the  tract  desired,  and  shall  deposit  in  a  United 
States  depository  the  amount  of  the  estimate;  that  the  ex  officio  sur- 
veyor general  shall  thereupon  employ  a  competent  person  to  make  such 
survey  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  that  the  ex-officio  surveyor  general  shall  canse 
the  field  notes  and  plat  of  survey  to  be  examined,  and  if  correct, 
approve  the  same,  and  transmit  certified  copies  thereof  to  the  General 
Land  Office;  and  that  when  the  field  notes  and  plats  have  been 
approved  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  he  shall 
notify  the  applicant,  who  shall  within  six  months  thereafter  pay  for 
such  laud.  By  section  14  of  said  act  certain  lauds  are  excluded  £rom 
the  purchase  under  the  two  former  sections. 

Regulations  to  carry  these  provisions  into  effect  were  adopted  Juoe 
3,  1891  (12  L.  D.,  583).  It  was  provided  that  applications  for  surveys 
should  be  made  in  writing,  setting  forth  the  character  of  the  laud,  its 
geographical  position,  the  character,  extent  and  value  of  the  improve- 
ments,  and  that  it  is  not  so  occupied  or  claimed  as  to  prohibit  its 
purchase;  that  if  such  application  meet  the  api)roval  of  the  ex-officio 
surveyor  general  he  should  furnish  estimates  of  the  cost  of  the  work 
of  surveying;  and  that  the  amount  deposited  for  "field  work"  should 
be  placed  to  the  credit  of  said  work  to  be  "expended  in  the  payment 
of  the  surveying  accounts  of  the  deputy  surveyors  when  the  surveys 
are  accepted."  These  regulations  embody  quite  specific  instructions  as 
to  the  manner  of  making  the  surveys  and  plats  thereof  as  well  as  to 
the  matter  of  proof  to  be  made,  after  approval  of  the  survey,  in  sup- 
port of  the  application  to  purchase. 

The  survey  in  question  seems  to  have  been  executed  in  strict  con- 
formity with  these  rules  and  regulations.  This  is  all  the  deputy  sur- 
veyor was  responsible  for,  and  having  thus  correctly  performed  his 
duties,  justice  demands  that  he  should  receive  pay  for  his  work.  The 
practice,  however,  as  shown  by  the  action  taken  in  this  case,  seems  to 
be  to  hold  him  responsible  not  only  for  the  corrections  of  his  work,  but 
also  for  the  truth  of  the  allegations  made  by  the  applicant  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  laud,  with  respect  to  its  occupation.    The  result  would 
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be  to  deprive  the  surveyor  of  compeusation,  if  the  question  Of  fact  as 
to  the  occupation  of  the  land  be  decided  against  the  applicant,  and  in 
this  case,  that  decision  was  made  before  any  opportunity  had  been 
given  for  the  submission  of  proof  as  required  by  the  regulations. 

I  do  not  find  anything  in  the  rules  that  would  prevent  the  recogni- 
tion of  a  properly  executed  survey  and  plat  thereof  for  the  purpose 
and  to  the  extent  only  of  adjusting  the  surveying  accounts.  If  there 
be  anything  to  prevent  such  action,  the  regulations  should  be  so 
changed  as  to  allow  that  course  to  be  taken. 

The  surveyor  is  not  a  proper  person  to  pass  judgment  upon  the 
ques^tion  of  fact  as  to  whether  the  applicant  is  so  occupying  the  tract 
applied  for  as  to  give  him  the  right  to  purchase,  or  the  one  as  to 
whether  the  tract  or  any  part  thereof  is  so  occupied  by  natives  or 
otherwise  as  to  prohibit  its  purchase.  The  applicant  must  be  held  to 
know  these  faets,  and  should  not  be  allowed  to  escape  payment  for  the 
work  of  surveying  the  tract  he  applies  for,  should  the  facts  show  that 
his  application  cannot  be  granted.  The  payment  for  work  done  in 
consequence  of  his  application  is  a  small  penalty  to  exact  from  one 
who  seeks  to  purchase  a  tract  that  does  not  come  within  the  terms  of 
the  law. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  for  your  further  con- 
sideration and  such  action  as  may  be  proper  and  necessary  to  the  dis- 
position thereof  in  accordance  with  the  suggestions  herein. 


SOLDEBBS'  ABBmONAL  HOMSSTEAD-BECERXIFICATIOK  OF  HIGHT. 

J.  8.  PiLLSBTJBY  ET  AL. 

A  reoertlficatioQ  of  a  soldier's  additional  homestead  right  may  be  allowed  in  the 
name  of  a  transferee,  where  the  original  certificate  has  been  canceled,  and  it 
appears  to  have  been  held  at  such  time  by  said  transferee^  who  was  entitled  as  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  to  the  benefit  of  the  remedial  provisions  of  the  act  of 
August  18, 1894. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June 
(W.  A.  L.)  ISj  1896.  (F.  W.  C.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  March  2S,  1896,  was  forwarded  an  applica- 
tion, filed  on  behalf  of  J.  S.,  George  A.,  and  Charles  A.  Pillsbury,  for 
a  recertification  of  the  certificate  of  additional  right  issued  in  the  name 
of  Sanders  P.  Perry  on  March  12,  1883,  under  section  2306  li,  S.,  for 
120  acres* 

Said  certificate  was  located  in  the  interest  of  the  parties  before 
named  at  the  Duluth  land  office,  Minnesota,  on  December  30,  1892. 
XJpon  an  investigation,  instituted  by  your  office,  said  location  was  held 
for  cancellation  because  found  to  have  been  located  by  means  of  a  fraud- 
ulent power  of  attorney.    An  appeal  was  taken  to  this  Department, 
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resniting  in  the  decision  of  Janaary  31, 1895  (20  L.  D.,  91),  in  which  it 
Tras  held  (syllsibns) : 

A  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  made  nnder  a  certificate  of  rigbt  and 
power  of  attorney  afler  dne  notice  of  the  illegality  of  the  certificate,  and  fraudnlent 
character  of  said  power,  and  subsequent  to  the  exercise  of  the  soldier's  right  in  per- 
son, is  invalid,  and  mnst  be  canceled. 

A  motion,  filed  for  a  review  of  said  decision,  was  denied  in  depart- 
mental decision  of  April  27, 1895  (20  L.  D.^  419),  in  which  it  was  held 
(syllabus) : 

The  act  of  March  3,  1893,  authorizing  a  purchaser  under  a  soldier's  certificate  of 
additional  right  to  perfect  title  by  paying  the  government  price  of  the  land,  where 
said  certificate  is  found  invalid,  is  not  applicable  to  a  case  wherein  the  certificate 
is  held  under  a  fraudulent  power  of  attorney,  and  where  an  adverse  claim  thereto  is 
asserted,  and  exercised,  by  the  soldier  in  person  prior  to  the  location  under  said  certi- 
ficate; uor  do  the  remedial  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  18,  1894,  extend  to  an 
additional  entry  thus  secured  in  fraud  of  the  soldier's  right. 

The  application  now  nnder  consideration  is  supported  by  affidavits 
showing  that  in  1887  the  certificate  of  additional  right,  issued  by  your 
office  in  the  name  of  Sanders  P.  Perry,  was  purchased  by  Greorge  A., 
Charles  A.,  and  J.  8.  Pillsbury  from  S.  A.  Kean  and  Co.  of  Chicago, 
Illinois,  the  consideration  therefor  being  $3,600,  or  at  the  rate  of 
$30.00  per  acre,  and  that  this  purchase  was  made  in  good  faith,  with- 
out knowledge  of  any  defect  or  fraud  in  the  matter  of  the  execution  of 
the  power  of  attorney  under  which  the  sale  was  made. 

It  might  be  here  stated  that  the  supreme  court  has  recently,  in  the 
case  of  Alfred  F.  Webster  v.  Milo  J.  Luther  et  al.  (1G3  U.  S.,  ),  held 
that  the  certificates  of  additional  right  issued  nnder  section  2306  B.  8. 
are  assignable. 

In  the  case  of  John  M.  Rankin,  on  re-review,  decided  November  6, 
1895  (21  L.  D.,  404),  it  was  held  (syllabus): 

It  was  the  intention  of  Congress  in  the  act  of  August  18,  1894,  to  validate  aU  out- 
standing oertiflcates  of  soldier's  additional  homestead  rights  in  the  hands  of  hona 
fide  holders. 

One  who  huys  a  certificate  of  additional  right  without  notice  of  the  illegality  of 
said  certificate  at  its  inception,  or  of  its  invalidity  for  any  other  reason,  is  a  Unta 
fide  purchaser  under  said  act. 

Under  this  decision  it  must  be  held  that  this  Department  erred  in 
its  decision  of  April  27,  1895,  holding  that  the  certificate  here  in  ques- 
tion was  not  covered  by  the  remedial  provisions  of  the  act  of  August 
18, 1894,  and  to  that  extent  said  previous  decisions  upon  the  certificate 
of  right  here  in  question  is  recalled  and  vacated. 

Upon  inquiry  at  your  office  it  is  learned  that,  following  the  decision 
of  this  Department  of  April  27, 1895,  the  certificate  of  additional  right 
issued  in  the  name  of  Sanders  P.  Perry,  together  with  the  location  based 
thereon,  were  canceled,  and  that  the  land  covered  by  the  said  location 
has  sinced  been  disi)Osed  oi. 
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In  view  of  this  fact  it  is  directed  that  tbe  application  for  recertifica- 
tion  of  soldier's  additional  right  be  allowed  in  the  name  of  J.  S.,  George 
A.,  and  Charles  A.  Pillsbnry,  as  transferees,  as  contemplated  by  the 
act  of  August  18, 1894. 

Herewith  is  returned  the  application  and  accompanying  papers  for 
the  action  of  your  office  in  accordance  with  the  directions  herein  given. 


PRAenCE-NOTICE^-SBRVICE  BY  PUBLICATION— TRAKSFEREE. 

Ex  Pabte  Ghables  C.  MoIveb  ;  and  Nevvibw  V,  Book  bt  al.  (On 

Review). 

Failnre  to  show  diligence  in  attempting  to  seonre  personal  service,  prior  to  secaring 
an  order  of  pablication,  can  not  be  set  up  on  behalf  of  a  non-resident  transferee. 

A  transferee,  who  fails  to  file  in  the  local  office  evidence  of  his  interest,  is  not  entitled 
to  notice  of  proceedings  against  the  entry  under  which  he  holds. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 
(W.  A.  L.)  13,  1896.  (0.  W.  P.) 

With  your  office  letters  of  *  June  14,  and  15«  1895,  you  transmitted 
motions  for  review,  upon  the  part  of  Alexander  Miohaud,  transferee 
of  Charles  Sextion,  of  Joseph  Nevview,  of  Myron  W.  Fields,  and  of 
W.  T.  Bailey,  in  the  case  of  Charles  C.  Mclver,  ex  parte^  and  Josei>h 
Nevview  v,  William  Bock  and  others  (consolidated),  decided  by  the 
Depsurtment  on  April  18, 1895,  and  reported  in  20  L.  D.,  p.  380. 

The  land  involved  is  the  NB.  J  of  the  N W.  J  and  the  N.  i  of  the 
NE.  i  of  section  33,  and  the  SE.  i  of  the  SE.  i  of  section  28,  township 
59  N.,  range  15  W.,  Duluth  land  district,  Minnesota. 

The  decision  complained  of  held  that  the  notice  by  publication  to 
Henry  Stephens,  transferee,  through  mesne  conveyance,  of  Joseph 
Eoeinski,  the  entryman,  was  fatally  defective,  for  the  reason  that 

no  effort  appears  to  have  been  made  with  reference  to  Stephens,  nor  is  there  any 
affidavit  on  record,  shovring  he  could  not  be  found  persoually,  or  that  any  effort  was 
made  to  find  him,  nor  that  he  was  not  a  resident  of  the  State, 

and  directed  your  office  to  issue  an  order  to  William  Hock  to  show  cause 
why  his  record  entry  should  not  be  expunged,  and  that  of  Eoeinski 
reinstated. 

Tlie  record  shows  that  on  April  12, 1881,  Joseph  Eoeinski  filed  a  de- 
claratory statement  for  said  land,  alleging  settlement  on  April  6,  1891, 
and  that  on  November  10, 1881,  Joseph  Eoeinski  made  pre-emption  proof^ 
paid  for  the  land,  and  received  certificate. 

On  October  23, 1888,  an  affidavit  of  contest  was  filed  against  said 
entry  by  Ellen  Haftx),  which  was  supplemented  by  another  affidavit  on 
May  8, 1889. 

A  hearing  was  had,  and  on  November  3,  1890,  Eoeinski's  entry  was 
canceled.  Nine  days  after  the  cancellation  William  Eock  made  home- 
stead entry  of  the  land,  and  on  October  24, 1891,  made  final  commuta- 
tion proofl 
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On  June  15, 1892,  O.  C.  Mclver,  administrator  of  Henry  Stepbcns, 
deceased,  filed  a  petition  for  the  reinstatement  of  Roeiiiski's  entry, 
alleging  that  Henry  Stephens,  on  July  20, 1883,  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration and  in  good  faith,  purchased  the  land,  through  mesne  convey 
ance,  from  Koeinski;  that  Stephens  died  in  Califomia  on  February  4, 
1886;  that  he  (Mclver)  was  api>ointed  sole  administrator;  that  the 
estate  of  Stephens  had  no  notice  of  the  contest  proceedings  brought  to 
annul  Koeinski's  entry. 

On  January  13, 1892,  Joseph  Nevview  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  Bock's  entry,  charging  that  said  entry  had  not  been  made  in 
good  faith,  but  fraudulently  for  the  benefit  of  another.  A  hearing  was 
had  on  said  affidavit  of  contest,  and  on  February  17, 1893,  the  local 
officers  found  in  favor  of  the  contestant,  and  recommended  the  can- 
cellation of  Eock's  entry. 

By  your  office  decision  of  November  25, 1893,  the  petition  of  Mclver 
was  denied,  and  the  entry  of  Eock  held  intact 

From  this  decision  Mclver  and  Nevview  appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  question  for  consideration  upon  these  motions  for  review  is, 
whether  the  notice  of  contest  given  to  Henry  Stephens,  the  transferee, 
is  sufficient. 

The  petition  of  the  administrator  of  Henry  Stephens  alleges  that 
Stephens  purchased  the  land  on  July  20, 1883,  which  was  more  than 
five  years  before  £llen  Hafto  initiated  her  contest. 

Under  the  rules  of  the  Department,  Stephens  had  the  right,  and  it 
was  his  duty,  to  file  in  the  local  office  evidence  of  his  interest  and  his 
claim  to  have  notice  of  proceedings  affecting  his  rights.  (Pierse  r. 
Garthrae,  19  L.  D.,  435.)  The  entry  was  not  canceled  until  November 
3, 1890,  more  than  seven  years  after  Stephens  purchased  the  land,  and 
the  petition  for  reinstatement  of  entry  was  not  filed  until  June  15, 1892. 
During  all  this  period  neither  Stephens  nor  his  personal  representa- 
tives made  any  application  to  intervene  or  gave  notice  of  their  claim. 
What  right,  then,  have  they  to  have  Boeinski's  entry  reinstated? 
They  do  not  deny — they  admit — ^that  Stephens  was  not  a  resident  of 
the  State  of  Minnesota;  they  do  not  claim  that  personal  service  could 
have  been  made  upon  him  in  the  State  of  Minnesota.  In  fact,  he  was 
in  his  grave  when  Ellen  Hafto  filed  her  affidavit  of  contest,  on  October 
23, 1888,  having  died,  as  it  is  alleged,  in  California  on  February  4, 1886. 
It  is  alleged  that  the  estate  of  Stephens  had  no  notice  of  the  content. 
But  Ellen  Hafto  was  under  no  obligation  to  give  notice  to  any  one, 
except  the  entryman.  Finding  Irom  the  land  records  in  St.  Louis 
county,  Minnesota,  that  on  the  20th  of  July,  1883,  the  land  had  been 
transferred,  through  mesne  conveyance,  to  one  Henry  Stephens,  of 
Detroit,  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  she  made  him  a  party  defendant, 
and  gave  the  notice  by  publication,  which  is  set  out  in  page  382  of  20 
L.  D.  It  is  said  that  this  notice  is  not  sufficient  to  bind  the  personal 
representatives  of  the  transferee,  who,  it  is  admitteda  was  not  a  resi- 
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dent  of  the  State  of  Minnesota  at  the  date  of  the  transfer,  and,  it  is 
alleged,  had  died  in  California  before  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  of 
contest. 

Rule  9  of  Practice  provides  that: 

«  Personal  service  slinll  be  made  in  all  cases  when  possible  if  the  party  tobeserYed 
is  resident  in  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  and  shall  consist 
in  the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  the  notice  to  each  person  to  be  served. 

And  Eale  11  is  as  follows: 

Notice  may  be  given  by  publication  alone  only  when  it  is  shown  by  afiidavit  of 
the  contestant,  and  by  such  other  evidence  as  the  register  and  receiver  may  require, 
that  due  diligence  has  been  used  and  that  personal  service  cannot  be  made.  The 
party  will  be  required  to  state  what  effort  has  been  made  to  get  personal  service. 

These  rules  are  interpreted  in  Jones  u.  De  Haan,  11  L.  D.,  261,  and  in 
Olsen  r.  Eagan,  21  L.  D.,  277.  In  the  former,  it  is  held  that  when  a 
party  to  be  served  with  notice  is  a  non-resident  of  the  State  or  Terri- 
tory in  which  the  land  is  situated,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  any 
effort  was  made  to  make  personal  service  upon  him.  In  the  latter,  it  is 
held  that  when  a  j>arty  is  shown  to  be  a  non-resident,  a  formal  order  of 
publication  by  the  locjil  officers  is  not  necessary ;  that  it  is  sufficient  if 
they  authorize  the  publication  verbally;  that  if  it  appears  that  the 
service  by  publication  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  local  officers,  and  the 
showing  made  was  such  as  would  justify  the  use  of  the  discretionary 
power  conferred  upon  them  by  the  rule,  their  jurisdiction  is  complete. 
And  in  the  case  of  Pankonin  v.  Crook,  5  L.  D.,  456,  it  was  held  that  a 
claimant  who  then  admitted  that  he  was  a  non-resident  of  the  State 
when  the  notice  by  publication  was  given,  could  not  be  heard  to  say 
that  the  contestant  had  not  used  due  diligence  in  attempting  to  secure 
l)ersonal  service. 

Jn  the  case  at  bar,  the  transferee  had  not  entitled  himself  to  notice 
of  the  contest.  He  had  placed  the  contestant  under  no  obligation  to 
give  him  notice.  But  the  records  of  the  county  of  St.  Louis,  showing 
that  there  was  a  conveyance  of  the  land  to  Henry  Stephens,  of  Detroit, 
in  the  State  of  Michigan,  on  record,  the  contestant  gave  the  notice  by 
publication,  which  the  rules  of  practice  prescribe  for  non-resident 
parties. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  notice  is  suffi- 
cient to  bind  the  representatives  of  the  transferee,  who  by  their  own 
negligence  lost  whatever  rights  they  or  Stephens,  under  whom  they 
claim,  may  have  had. 

In  the  case  ^t  bar,  it  is  shown  that  both  the  entryman  and  the  trans- 
feree had  notice  of  the  i)roceedings  upon  which  the  entry  was  canceled, 
and  the  land  department  had  thus  acquired  jurisdiction  to  cancel  the 
entry;  in  such  case  an  order  of  cancellation  is  final,  and  takes  the  case 
out  of  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  the  act  of  1891,  «t*pra,  for  the  rea- 
son that  there  is  no  existing  entry  at  the  passage  of  the  act,  on  which 
it  can  operate.    Drew  v.  Gomisky,  22  L.  D.,  174. 
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For  these  reasons,  the  deci^iou  aiider  review  is  hereby  revoked  and 
set  aside;  the  petitioa  of  C.  G.  Mclver  denied,  and  the  case  of  Joseph 
Nevview  against  William  Bock,  on  appeal  firom  your  office,  is  reeerved 
for  futare  consideration. 


VACANCY  rw  IX>CAIi  OFFlCS-APPLICATIOira. 

GiBCULAB. 

Depabtment  of  the  Intebiob, 

Genebal  Land  Office, 
Washington,  D.  C,  June  13, 1896. 
Registers  and  Receivers,  U.  8,  Land  Offices, 

Upon  the  occurrence  of  a  vacancy  for  any  reason  in  the  office  of  rejsr- 
ister  or  receiver  at  any  of  the  district  land  offices  all  basiness  requiring 
the  action  of  both  officers  must  await  the  filling  of  the  vacancy,  and 
while  the  office  is  kept  open  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  general  infor- 
mation, no  action  can  be  taken  upon  applications  to  contest  or  enter 
lands  in  that  district. 

Applications  to  contest  entries  or  to  enter  lands  and  all  other  appli- 
cations  requiring  joint  action  of  both  officers  which  may  be  presented 
during  the  vacancy  in  the  local  office  will  be  received,  the  time  of 
presentation  noted  thereon,  and  upon  the  resumption  of  business  such 
applications  will  be  disposed  of  in  their  order. 

E.  F.  Best, 

Acting  Cwnmissioner. 
Approved: 

Hoke  Smith,  Secretary. 


MINING  CLAIM^PUBCHASEB  PBIOB  TO  PATENT. 

WiNGATE  PlACEB. 

The  purchaser  of  a  luiulng  claim  after  entry,  but  prior  to  patent,  takes  the  land  sub- 
ject to  all  the  infirmities  of  title,  so  far  as  the  government  is  concerned. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June 

13, 1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  is  shown  by  the  record  before  me  that  Quincy  Woodcock  et  aL,  on 
December  20, 1880,  made  application  for  patent  for  the  Wingate  Creek 
Placer  mining  claim,  lot  No.  38,  containing  129.19  aere^,  Humboldt, 
California,  land  district;  that  during  the  period  of  publication  a  protest 
and  adverse  claim  was  Hied,  and  in  due  time  suit  was  instituted.  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  adverse  claimant. 

On  May  13, 1886,  Georgo  B.  Temple,  one  of  the  original  applicants, 
the  title  having  vested  in  him,  made  mineral  entry  No.  69  of  said  lot 
38,  and  also  of  lot  59^  containing  60.27  acres. 
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July  25, 18S8,  your  office  a'vldreased  the  local  office,  calling  attention 
to  several  errors  in  the  record.  Those  that  have  been  corrected  or 
waived  will  not  be  referred  to  here.  Among  other  things  required  of 
the  applicant  was  an  amended  survey  with  plat  and  field  notes  to  show 
the  conflict  with  the  Last  Venture  Placer,  the  successful  adverse  claim. 
On  the  same  date  the  surveyor  general  of  California  was  directed  to 
prepare, 

at  the  expense  of  the  claimants,  an  amended  plat  and  field  notes  of  survey,  showing 
ill  manner  prescribed  by  existing  inMtructions  the  exclasion  of  that  portion  of  the 
claim,  awarded  to  said  adverse  claimants,  as  shown  by  the  amended  survey  of  said 
Last  Venture  placer  claim,  giving  the  correct  area  of  the  claim. 

Thus  the  matter  seems  to  have  rested  until  March  28,  1894,  when 
your  office  called  for  a  report  from  the  local  office  as  to  the  things 
required  by  your  letter  of  July  25, 1888. 

In  response  thereto  the  attorney  for  the  present  owner  of  the  Wingate 
Placer  responded  and  declined  to  have  the  resurvey  made.  Thereupon 
your  office,  by  letter  of  July  13, 1894,  directed  the  local  office  to  require 
the  owner  to  show  a  discovery  of  mineral  on  each  twenty  acre  tract 
included  in  his  entry,  and  make  the  amended  survey  as  ordered.  He 
was  allowed  sixty  days  within  which  to  do  these,  "in  default  of  which 
said  entry  will  be  held  for  cancellation.^' 

On  January  28,  1895,  your  office  called  for  a  report  on  the  order 
requiring  the  additional  evidence,  and  if  the  same  had  not  been  fur- 
nished the  parties  would  be  allowed  sixty  days  in  which  to  furnish  the 
same,  in  default  of  which  the  entry  would  be  canceled  without  further 
notice.  No  response  having  been  made  the  entry  was  held  for  cancel- 
lation March  30, 1895,  whereupon  the  present  owner  prosecutes  this 
appeal. 

The  assignments  of  error  raise  but  one  question,  and  that  is,  that  as 
against  the  present  owner  the  Department  is  without  authority  to  act 
in  the  premises,  for  the  reason  that  he  is  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  after 
final  entry. 

In  answer  to  this  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  until  patent  has  issued 
the  Department  has  full  and  complete  jurisdiction  over  all  entries  not 
confirmed  by  statute,  and  persons  who  purchase  on  the  faith  of  the 
receiver's  receipt  do  so  at  their  own  risk  and  take  the  land  subject  to 
all  the  infirmities  of  title,  so  far  as  the  government  is  concerned. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 
10332— VOL  22 45 
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RESIDENCE— LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE. 

May  Lockhabt. 

When  the  condittonB  naxred  in  section  3,  act  of  March  2,  1889,  are  made  to  appear 
to  the  local  office,  a  leave  of  absence  should  not  be  denied  for  the  reason  alone 
that  no  period  of  }>er8onal  presence  on  the  land  has  intervened  between  the 
expiration  of  a  former  leave,  and  the  application  for  a  second  orsnbaeqnent  leavf*. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

13 J 1896.  •  (E.  F.  H.) 

May  Lockhart  (formerly  Boliii)  appeals  from  your  office  decision  of 
April  2j  1895,  affirming  the  actiou  of  the  local  office  of  September  6, 
1894,  denying  her  application  of  the  same  date  for  a  second  leave  of 
absence  from  her  homestead  entry  No.  14621  for  the  SB.  J  Sec.  1,  T.  7 
8.,  E.  36  W.  Colby  land  district,  Kansas. 

The  facts  are  sufficiently  set  forth  in  your  said  office  decision. 

The  following  is  claimant's  affidavit  for  her  second  leave  of  absence. 

May  Lockhart,  formerly  May  Bolin,  being  first  duly  sworn  says  that  she  is  the 
identical  person  who  made  homestead  entry  No.  14621,  Oberlin,  Ks.,  series,  on  the 
Ist  day  of  March,  1892,  for  the  SE.  i  Sec.  1,  T.  7  S.  range  36  west.  That  she  estab- 
lished her  actual  good  faith  residence  upon  said  tract  of  land  on  the  1st  day  of  Jnly, 
1892,  and  resided  thereon  continuously  with  her  husband  up  to  the  4th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1893,  and  under  a  leave  of  absence  granted  the  26th  day  of  August  1^8, 
this  affiant  with  her  husband  and  family  removed  from  said  tract  temporarily  to 
Decatur  county  Kansas,  and  put  in  a  crop  the  present  season  of  seventy-five  acres 
of  com,  oats,  millett,  and  potatoes,  all  of  which  crop,  by  reason  of  extreme  drought, 
is  an  entire  failure  except  some  corn  fodder  sufficient  as  this  affiant  believes  to 
winter  her  stock  and  that  of  her  family,  consisting  of  six  head  of  cattle  and  three 
head  of  horses,  but  raised  no  grain  of  either  kind  so  planted. 

This  affiant  further  says  that  she  has  caused  to  be  broken  and  cultivated  to  crop 
on  her  said  homestead  eighty-five  acres  and  has  constructed  and  occupied  thereon  a 
comfortable  dwelling  of  two  large  rooms  and  well  furnished.  A  good  well  of  water, 
said  well  being  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet  deep.  A  cellar  twelve  by  twelve  feet  in 
size  well  finished.  A  good  sod  stable  twelve  by  sixteen  hen  house  twelve  by  four- 
teen and  a  large  four  wire  corrall. 

That  said  cultivated  laud  was  planted  to  crop  in  1892,  and  that  all  of  said  eighty- 
five  acres  on  said  homestead  was  in  1893,  planted  to  com,  rye,  oats,  millett  and  cane, 
and  wheat  and  well  cultivated  and  tended  and  that  by  reason  of  extreme  drought  all 
of  said  crop  was  a  failure  this  affiant  having  sold  all  that  grew  on  said  eighty-five 
acres  in  said  season  for  the  sum  of  twelve  dollars. 

This  affiant  further  says  that  all  kinds  of  crops  planted  in  the  season  of  1894,  in 
the  vicinity  of  said  homestead  is  by  reason  of  extreme  drought  a  complete  failure 
and  that  in  all  human  probability  if  the  whole  of  said  eighty-five  acres  had  been  by 
this  affiant  planted  to  crop  of  any  kind  in  this  season  of  1894  all  of  the  same  would 
have  been  a  total  failure  by  reason  of  the  extreme  and  unusual  drought  that 
destroyed  all  crops  in  the  vicinity  of  said  homestead. 

Further  that  this  affiant  is  compeUed  to  depend  for  support  of  herself  and  family 
upon  her  own  labor  and  the  labor  of  her  husband  and  that  their  stock  cannot  by 
reason  of  prevailing  conditions  be  sold  at  any  reasonable  price  and  that  if  she  and 
her  husband  be  compelled  to  reside  upon  said  homestead  the  coming  winter  said 
stopk  will  surely  perish  for  want  of  feed  but  that  if  permitted  to  remain  where  they 
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cow  are  and  to  be  absent  from  said  homostead  Khe  will  be  able  to  keep  Haid  stock 
througb  tbo  coming  winter  and  tbat  said  feed  is  more  tban  ninety  miles  from  said 
bomestead. 

Further  tbat  there  is  no  labor  to  be  secured  bv  this  aflDant  or  ber  husband  in  the 
vicinity  of  said  bomestead  and  that  by  reason  of  the  two  snccessive  failures  of  cropa 
as  above  described  this  affiant  and  her  husband  have  exhausted  their  available 
means  and  must  depend  npon  labor  to  be  secured  for  support. 

Wherefore  this  affiant  asks  that  she  may  be  granted  a  leave  of  absence  for  the 
period  of  one  year,  that  is,  from  the  28th  day  of  August  1894,  to  the  28th  day  of 
August  1895,  as  iirovided  b}'  act  of  Congress  approved. 

This  affidavit  is  supported  by  the  joint  affidavit  of  two  witnesses 
who  testify  that  from  their  personal  knowledge  the  statements  and 
allegations  contained  therein  were  true. 

The  papers  appear  to  have  been  daly  executed  in  accordance  with 
your  office  circular  of  March  8, 1889  (8  L.  I),  p.  314),  and  Sei)tember  19, 
1889  (9  L.  D.,  p.  433). 

The  register  and  receiver  rejected  the  application  on  the  ground  that 
claimant  had  failed  to  establish  residence  on  land  in  question  since 
expiration  of  former  leave  of  absence  which  expired  August  26j  1894, 
and  for  the  further  reason  that  she  had  failed  to  cultivate  to  crops  any 
I)ortion  of  said  tract  during  the  growing  season  immediately  prior  to 
making  her  said  second  application. 

In  your  said  office  decision  it  is  stated: 

Section  3  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1889  (supra)  contains  a  restriction  that  the  leave 
granted  shall  be  ''for  a  period  not  exceeding  one  year  at  any  one  time."  If  the 
claimant  in  this  case  should  receive  a  leave  of  absence  for  an  additional  year  with- 
out first  returning  to  the  land,  she  would  thereby  receive  a  leave  for  a  period  of  two 
years  at  one  time,  which  would  render  the  restriction  referred  to  of  no  force. 

Section  3  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  is  as  follows: 

Whenever  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  the  register  and  receiver  of  any  pnblio 
land  office,  under  such  regiilalions  ns  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe, 
that  any  settler  npon  the  public  domain  under  existing  law  is  unable,  by  reason  of 
a  total  or  partial  destruction  or  failure  of  crops,  sickness,  or  other  unavoidable  casn- 
alty,  to  secure  a  support  for  himself,  herself,  or  those  dependent  upon  him  or  her 
npon  the  lands  settled  upon,  then  such  register  and  receiver  may  grant  to  such  a* 
settler  a  leave  of  absence  from  the  claim  npon  which  be  or  she  has  filed  for  a  period 
not  exceeding  one  year  at  any  one  time,  and  such  settler  so  granted  leave  of  absence 
shall  forfeit  no  rights  by  reason  of  such  absence :  Provided^  That  the  time  of  such 
actual  absence  shall  not  be  deducted  from  the  actual  residence  required  by  law. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  language  <^not  exceeding  one  year  at 
any  one  time,"  in  said  section  is  a  limitation  upon  the  discretionary 
powers  of  the  register  and  receiver,  in  granting  application  for  leave  of 
absence,  fixing  the  maximum  period  for  which  they  may,  under  the 
regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  grant  a  leave  on  the  appli- 
cation, based  upon  the  conditions  named  in  said  act  and  shown  in  the 
application,  and  is  not  a  restriction  or  limitation  upon  the  applicant, 
as  the  latter  is  limited  by  the  conditions  named  in  the  act,  viz :  total  or 
partial  destruction  of  crops,  sickness,  or  other  unavoidable  casualty^ 
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rendering  the  settler  unable  to  secure  a  support  upon  the  land  settled 
upon. 

Therefore  whenever  it  is  made  to  appear  to  the  register  and  receiver, 
that  the  conditions  from  which  Congress  sought  to  relieve  the  settler, 
exist,  they  are  authorized  to  afford  such  relief  as  may  be  obtained  by 
a  temporary  leave  of  absence  from  the  laud,  subject  to  the  limitation 
named  in  the  act,  viz,  that  they  shall  not  grant  a  leave  of  absence  for 
a  longer  perio<l  than  one  year  "at  any  one  time." 

The  word  *' whenever"  in  the  first  line  in  the  section,  and  the  phrase 
*^at  any  one  time"  in  the  ninth  line,  clearly  indicate  that  more  than  one 
application  and  more  than  one  leave  of  absence  was  contemplated  and 
authorized  by  the  act.  The  act  does  not  provide  that  any  i)eriod  of 
actual  residence  upoii  the  land,  shall  intervene  between  the  first  and 
second  or  subsequent  application. 

This  act  is  remedial,  and  designed  to  relieve  the  settler  from  certain 
well  known  climatic  conditions  and  causes  of  misfortune  for  which  the 
settler  was  not  responsible  and  against  which  he  could  not  guard, 
and  is  to  be  liberally  construed  with  reference  to  the  purpose  of  its 
enactment,  thus  carrying  into  effect  the  evident  intent  of  Congress  in 
accordance  with  the  well  known  rules  of  construction  applicable  to 
remedial  statutes. 

See  Bechtel  r.  United  States  101  U.  S.  Rep.  597,  citing  Sedgwick  311, 
513  and  note. 

See  also  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction  Par.  348  and  409. 

This  section  has  been  discussed  in  the  case  of  Quein  t?.  Lewis  20 
L.  D.,  p.  19. 

Under  the  facts  in  this  case  as  disclosed  in  the  affidavits  for  second 
leave  of  absence,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  reasons  upon  which  the 
register  and  receiver  based  their  action  are  untenable,  as  to  so  hold,  is 
to  defeat  in  a  measure  the  purpose  and  object  of  the  leave,  and  nullify 
the  act  in  question  by  requiring  personal  presence  upon  the  land  during 
the  period  for  which  leave  has  been  granted. 

The  good  faith  of  applicant  is  not  questioned  by  the  register  and 
receiver  or  your  office,  and  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  her  application 
was  made  in  good  faith. 

While  the  provisions  of  said  section  3,  will  never  be  permitted  to  be 
invoked  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  primary  object  of  the  settle- 
ment laws,  and  enable  a  settler  to  acquire  title  by  residence  and  culti- 
vation without  residing  upon  and  cultivating  the  land,  yet  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  whenever  the  conditions  named  in  said  section  are  made 
to  appear  to  the  register  and  receiver,  the  claimant  should  not  be  denied 
a  leave  of  absence  simply  because  no  period  of  personal  pi*esence  upon 
the  land  had  intervened  betweeiL  the  expiration  of  a  former  leave,  and 
the  application  for  a  second  or  subsequent  leave. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  decision  appealed  from  should 
be,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  reversed* 
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IXDLVN  LAXDS-ALLOTMEXTS. 

Regulations. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Washington^  D.  0.,  June  15,  1896. 

To  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  the  Commissioner  of 

Indian  Affairs, 

Gentlemen:  You  are  directed  to  be  governed  in  the  matter  of 
Indian  allotments  by  tlie  following  regulations. 

Whenever  an  allotment  is  allowed  under  the  fourth  section  of  the 
act  of  February  8,  1887  (24  Stat.,  388),  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
February  28,  1891  (26  Stat.,  794),  the  action  of  the  Office  of  Indian 
Affairs  on  said  allotments  shall  be  conclusive,  so  far  as  the  General 
Land  Office  is  concerned,  as  to  whether  the  Indian  was  a  settler  upon 
said  land  and  whether  he  was  entitled,  as  an  Indian,  to  make  an 
allotment. 

Where  an  application  is  made  to  enter  a  tract  covered  by  an  allot- 
ment, and  the  applicant  claims  settlement  prior  to  the  allottee  a 
hearing  may  be  ordered  by  the  General  Land  Office. 

Whenever  an  allegation  is  made  that  the  allottee  made  the  allotment 
for  the  benefit  of  another,  such  charge  shall  be  heard  by  the  General 
Land  Office. 

In  all  cases  where  an  allegation  is  made  that  the  land  embraced  in 
an  allotment  is  not  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  allotment 
act,  such  charge  shall  be  hjeard  by  the  General  Land  Office. 

Hoke  Smith, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior, 


RIGHT  OF  WAY— APPROPRIATION  OF  WATER. 

Surface  Creek  Ditch  and  Eeservoir  Co. 

Questions  involving  the  control  and  appropriation  of  the  -waters  of  a  State  cannot 
be  adjudicated  by  the  Department  under  an  application  for  right  of  way  privi- 
leges over  the  public  land. 

Acting  Secretary  Sims  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(J.  1.  P.)  June  16,  1896.  (A.  M.) 

On  the  Sth  instant  you  submitted  a  certified  copy  of  the  articles  of 
incorporation  and  the  due  proofs  of  organization  of  the  Surface  Creek 
Ditch  and  Eeservoir  Company,  together  with  a  map  showing  its  seven- 
teen  reservoirs  in  the  Montrose  and  Glenwood  Springs  land  district, 
Colorado. 

The  reservoirs  lie  within  the  Battlement  Mesa  Forest  Reservation 
and  in  accordance  with  the  departmental  requirement  in  such  cases  the 
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company  has  filed  a  specific  agreemeut  stipulating  that  it  will  not  take^ 
remove  or  destroy  any  timber  from  the  lands  within  the  reservation 
outside  of  the  reservoirs.  The  company  has  also  supplied  a  certificate 
that  the  right  of  way  is  desired  for  the  sole  purpose  of  irrigation. 

These  pai^ers  and  the  map  are  filed  under  se<;tions  18  to  20  of  the  act 
of  March  3, 1891  (20  Stat.  1093),  and,  being  in  the  form  required  by 
the  act  and  the  regulations  thereunder,  are  subject  to  favorable  action. 

Among  the  papers  submitted  is  a  protest  by  Benjamin  S.  Gheeu 
against  the  application  for  right  of  way  which,  on  examination,  appears 
to  be  based  on  the  allegation  that  in  the  use  of  the  water  the  company 
is  violating  the  laws  of  the  State  by  failing  to  erect  fishways  in  its 
dams  and  ditches  and  in  excluding  the  xmblic  from  fishing  privilege*^,  etc. 

This  is  a  matter  involving  the  appropriation  and  control  of  the  waters 
of  the  State  and  is  one  for  the  courts  rather  than  for  this  Department 
to  determine.  It  does  not  affect  the  right  of  way  applied  for  and  cannot 
be  permitted  to  prevail  against  it. 

The  Department  has  ruled  thus  in  case  of  H.  H.  Sinclair  et  aLj  18 
L.  D.  573. 

In  accordance  with  your  recommendation  the  protest  is  therefore  dis- 
missed, the  papers  submitted  are  accepted  and  the  map  has  beea 
approved. 


SURVEY— RIPARIAN  RIGHTS-RrVER  B£I>. 

Gborqe  W.  Sebastian  et  al. 

The  Department  has  no  authority  to  order  the  survey  of  a  former  river  bed  lyin^ 
between  lands  that  have  been  finally  disposed  of  by  the  government. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

June  18 J  1896.  (J.  L.) 

With  letter  "E"  of  October  21,  1895,  is  transmitted  your  office 
decision  of  July  16, 189o,  denying  the  applications  of  George  W.  Sebas- 
tian and  William  Deaton,  respectively,  for  a  survey  of  so  much  of  the 
dry  bed  of  Des  Moines  river,  as  lies  contiguous  to  their  lots  of  land 
in  section  30,  T.  78  X.,  R.  22  W.,  5th  principal  meridian,  Des  Moines 
land  district,  Iowa. 

Sebastian  claims  to  be  the  owner  of  lot  No.  12  containing  26.78  acres; 
says  that  P.  W.  Brown  owns  lot  No.  1  containing  30.04  acres;  and 
states  that  the  river  which  formerly  ran  between  these  lots  has  gone 
dry,  and  that  its  former  bed  is  now  good  agricultural  land.  Deaton 
claims  to  be  the  owner  of  lot  8  containing  50  acres;  says  that  Jacob 
Bishop  owns  lot  No.  7  containing  5.55  acres;  and  mak^" 
statement  in  respect  to  the  river  and  river-bed  between  1 

On  July  16,  189^,  your  office  •  of  saif" 

Deaton  has  not  appealed;  and  f  )t  file 

one  day  after  the  time  prescribe-  iracf 
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appeal  is  hereby  dismissed.    And  your  office  decision  mast  stand 
affirmed  and  final  as  to  both  parties. 

Although  this  case  is  thus  ended,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  is  alleged 
in  the  applications,  that  '^vexatious  and  expensive  litigation  will  be 
avoided  by  a  (governmental)  survey  of  the  old  river-bed,"  it  is  proper 
for  this  Department  to  say,  that  your  office  decision  is  approved. 
Patents  were  issued  by  the  United  States  for  the  lots  above  mentioned 
as  follows:  On  April  10, 1850,  to  Ambrose  Boatright  for  lot  numbered 
one;  on  June  1, 1850,  to  Ezekiel  Jennings  for  lots  numbered  eight  and 
twelve;  and  on  January  10,  1860,  to  the  State  of  Iowa  for  the  lot 
numbered  seven.  Each  of  said  lots  was  bounded  by  the  Des  Moines 
river;  and  the  lands  covered  by  the  waters  of  said  river  between 
said  lots  were,  by  said  patents,  disposed  of  by  the  United  States,  and 
ceased  to  be  part  of  the  public  domain.  The  Land  Department  has  no 
authority  to  cause  a  survey  to  be  made  of  the  *'old  river-bed." 


South  ani>  Noeth  Alabama  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Hall. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  March  7, 1896,  22  L.  D., 
273,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Eeynolds,  June  18,  1896. 


MINING    CI^VIM— DESCRIPTION— NOTICE. 

Canuck  Lode. 

The  field  notes  of  survey,  and  application  for  patent,  together  with  the  notice,  should 
correspondingly  disclose  with  mathematical  accuracy  the  amount  of  land  included 
in  a  mining  claim,  and  the  acreage  of  the  entry  be  determined  accordingly. 

New  publication  of  notice  and  posting  thereof  must  be  required  where  a  mineral 
entry  embraces  land  that  was  exclnde<I  from  the  claim  in  the  notice  on  which 
such  entry  was  allowed. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynoldn  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

June  18 J  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  is  shown  by  the  record  in  this  case  that  Frederick  Schannel  et  ah 
made  application  for  patent  for  the  Canuck  lode  mining  claim,  min- 
eral survey.  No.  8704,  in  Pueblo,  Colorado,  land  district,  April  28, 1894. 
By  the  field  notes  and  ''application  for  patent"  ''lots  Xo.  8214  May  B. 
lode,  8286  Flower  of  the  West  lode,  and  8523  Panther  No.  2  lode"  were 
expressly  excluded,  and  by  the  field  notes  the  '*net  area  Canuuck  lode" 
is  6.260  acres.  The  notice  posted  on  the  claim  makes  the  same  exclu- 
sions. The  notices  posted  in  the  local  office  and  published  have  the 
same  exceptions,  but  this  is  added:  "also  excluding  without  waiver  of 
rights  conflict  with  survey  No.  8710,  Eay  lode.  Net  area  claimed  5.925 
acres." 
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Entry  under  this  application  was  made  January  23, 1895, "  exi>ressly 
excepting  and  excluding,''  May  B.,  Flower  of  tlie  West  and  Panther 
l^o.  2,  and  the  "  Ray  lode  except  that  portion  described,"  "  containing 
0.048 of  an  acre;"  also  part  of  survey  8733,  Fulton  lode,  described  by 
metes  and  bounds,  "  containing  0.0518  of  an  acre."  Thus  0.048  of  an 
acre  of  the  Ray  lode  was  added  to  the  area  claimed  in  the  publicatiou 
notice,  and  0.0518  of  an  acre  of  the  Fulton  lode  taken  therefrom.  The 
total  area  entered  was  5.9212  acres.  An  informal  examination  of  the 
records  in  your  office,  shows  that  the  owners  of  the  Ray  lode  before 
making  entry,  formally  relinquished  to  the  government  that  part  of  it 
included  in  the  Canuck  entry. 

On  this  state  of  facts  your  office  by  letter  of  July  5, 1895,  held: 

As  the  entire  conflict  with  the  Ray  claim  was  excluded  from  the  published  notice 
of  the  Canuck  lode^  uo  portion  of  said  conflicting  area  can  be  included  in  entry 
uu](>s8  pnbiicatiou  is  made  therefor,  under  direction  of  the  register  and  incladin^ 
posting  on  the  claim  and  in  the  local  oftice  as  provided  by  the  statute. 

Claimants  were  allowed  sixty  days  in  which  to  comply  with  this 
order,  in  default  of  which  the  entry  would  be  canceled  as  to  the  con- 
flict. Whereupon  this  appeal  is  prosecuted,  and  the  errors  assigned 
are  (1)  in  requiring  a  new  publication;  (2)  in  not  finding  that  the  for- 
mal exclusion  of  the  Ray  was  made  without  waiver  of  rights,  and  (3) 
that  the  publication  discloses  that  the  Canuck  claimed  the  territory  in 
conflict. 

It  will  be  observed  that  there  is  a  variance  in  the  acreage  claimed  in 
the  field  notes,  the  application  for  patent,  and  the  final  entry.  In  neither 
of  them  is  the  same  amount  of  land  stated.  This  of  itself  presents  a 
loose  and  uncertain  practice  in  obtaining  title  to  public  lands  that 
should  not  be  tolerated.  Mathematical  accuracy  should  be  required  as 
well  ill  the  amount  of  land  applied  for  as  in  the  locu^  of  the  claim  itself. 

In  this  case  the  plat  and  field  notes  make  no  mention  of  either  the 
Bay  or  the  Fulton  lode.  The  survey  as  approved  excludes  the  other 
three  claims  mentioned,  and  on  the  plat  their  locations  relative  to  the 
Canuck  are  given.  This  is  the  record  that  is  made  of  the  Canuck  in 
the  land  de{)artment,  and  is  the  basis,  as  it  were,  of  the  application,  the 
publication,  the  entry  and  finally  the  patent.  The  surveyor- general  in 
approving  a  survey  cannot,  of  course,  make  any  exclusions,  except 
as  shown  by  official  surveys  in  his  office,  because  his  office  has  uo  official 
knowledge  of  any  locations  until  application  for  survey  has  been  made. 

In  this  matter  of  conflicting  locations  there  is  an  obligation  resting 
on  the  applicant  by  which  he  can  aid  in  having  such  a  survey  made  as 
will  correctly  and  definitely  fix  the  area  of  his  claim.  If  there  are 
conflicts  with  his  claim  which  he  concedes  to  others,  as  in  the  Fulton 
exclusion,  for  instance,  he  should  have  so  informed  the  surveyor  and 
had  it  excepted.  Applicants  for  patent  for  mining  claims  are  pre- 
sumed to  know  the  surfaee  conflicts  that  exist  against  their  claim,  and 
good  faith  on  their  part  would  seem  to  prompt  them  to  make  them 
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known,  whether  they  have  been  officially  surveyed  or  not,  in  order 
tliat,  if  the  conflicts  are  conceded,  they  may  be  excepted  from  the 
snrvey.  In  this  case  both  the  Ray  and  the  Fulton  surveys  were  made 
subsequent  to  the  Canuck,  neither  of  them  were  excepted  from  the 
official  survey  of  the  Canuck,  but  the  first  was  by  the  publication 
notice.  It  was,  however,  included  in  the  entry,  while  the  first  mention 
of  the  Fulton  is  in  the  application  to  purchase  and  it  is  excluded 
from  the  entry.  This  system  of  procedure  will  necessarily  result  in 
interminable  confusion  and  should  not  be  encouraged. 

But  aside  from  this  the  Department  concurs  in  your  office  decision 
that  the  conflict  with  the  Ray  lode  was  excepted  from  the  publication 
notice. 

The  claim  of  counsel  that  the  right  of  applicants  was  reserved  is 
not  tenable.  The  applicants  should  determine  for  themselves  their 
rights,  and  proceed  accordingly.  If  they  are  entitled  to  the  land  it 
should  be  included  in  all  the  papers.  The  owners  of  conflicting  terri- 
tory are  amply  protected  by  the  statute,  which  gives  them  the  right  to 
settle  the  question  of  possessory  title  by  adverse  proceedings. 

Since  the  intention  of  the  applicants  to  apply  for  patent  for  the 
ground  in  conflict  with  the  Ray  was  not  advertised  and  posted,  as 
required  by  law,  your  office  judgment  requiring  new  publication  and 
posting  must  be  affirmed. 

The  attention  of  your  office  is  specially  directed  to  exclusion  of  the 
Fulton  lode,  as  shown  by  the  receiver's  receipt,  with  the  suggestion 
that  proper  a-ction  be  taken  in  regard  to  an  amended  survey  of  the 
Canuck.  This  matter  seems  to  have  been  overlooked,  when  the  case 
was  considered  in  your  office. 


MINING  CLAIM— PLACER  PATENT-KNOTVN  liODE. 

Yalley  Lode  (On  Review). 

A  patent  may  issue  for  a  lode  claim  embraced  in  a  prior  placer  patent  on  due  show- 
ing by  the  lode  claimant  that  be  has  acquired  title  to  the  conflicting  pliicer 
ground,  and  that  the  lode  was  known  to  exist  prior  to  the  application  for  tbe 
placer  patent. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

June  18,  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

I  have  before  me  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  ot 
March  16, 1896  (22  L.  D.,  317),  filed  by  counsel  for  the  Bannister  Min- 
ing Company,  the  present  owner  of  the  Yalley  Lode.  It  appears  that 
one  George  Farlin  made  mineral  entry  No.  710  of  the  Yalley  Lode,  lot 
No.  216,  on  October  24,  1881,  in  the  Helena,  Montana,  laud  district. 
This  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office  December  27, 1894, 
to  the  extent  of  its  conflict  with  the  patented  placer  mineral  entry  No. 
575,  and  the  claimant  was  required  to  file  an  amended  survey  within 
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sixty  days,  in  the  absence  of  which  the  entry  would  be  canceled. 
Further  time  was  asked  for  and  obtained  by  the  present  owner  in  which 
to  comply  with  the  order.  On  the  showing  made,  however,  your  o£Sce 
under  the  doctrine  of  Pike's  Peak  Lode  (10  L.  D.,  200)  held  the  entry 
for  cancellation.  On  appeal,  the  Department  modified  the  action  of 
your  office  under  the  rule  in  the  South  Star  Lode  (20  L.  D.,  204).  It 
was  held  by  the  Department  that  there  was  no  evidence  before  it  that 
a  known  lode  existed  on  the  ground  embraced  within  mineral  entry- 
No.  575  at  the  date  of  the  a]>plication  for  patent  therefor,  and  that  the 
claimant  should  therefore  make  an  application  for  a  hearing  within  a 
reasonable  time  with  a  view  of  showing  that  a  known  lode  did  exist  at 
that  period. 

The  applicant  now  x>i*esents  motion  for  review  and  modification  of 
the  order  in  the  former  judgment,  alleging  that  the  Bannister  Mining 
Company  is  now  the  owner  of  both  the  placer  ground  and  the  Valley 
Lode,  and  certified  copies  of  deeds  are  also  presented  showing  the 
transfer  to  the  company;  that  there  being  no  persons  upon  whom  to 
serve  notice,  and  no  other  parties  in  interest  except  the  government 
and  the  present  owner,  the  judgment  should  be  modified  so  as  to  per- 
mit  the  Bannister  Company  to  receive  patent  for  the  ground  claimed 
and  held  by  it. 

The  showing  made  by  this  motion  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
Department  in  taking  action  prayed  for.  A  certified  abstract  should 
be  presented  showing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Department  that  the 
company  is  now  the  owner  of  both  of  these  parcels  of  land.  Merely 
presenting  copies  of  deeds  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the  Department 
in  assuming  that  there  has  been  no  subsequent  transfer,  or  that«tbe 
Bannister  Mining  Company  is  at  the  present  time  the  owner  of  the 
ground  in  controversy.  In  addition  to  this,  it  seems  to  me  that  there 
must  be  some  showing  made  that  this  lode  was  known  to  exist  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  the  placer  patent,  in  order  that  the  Land  Department 
may  have  some  record  to  justify  itself  in  issuing  a  second  patent  for 
the  same  ground. 

If  a  properly  certified  abstract  is  presented,  showing  the  ownership 
of  the  land  in  the  Bannister  Mining  Company,  together  with  such  evi- 
dence as  will  satisfy  your  office  upon  the  point  of  the  existence  of  the 
lode  prior  to  the  application  for  placer  patent,  I  see  no  reason  why  the 
Valley  Lode  might  not  be  passed  to  patent  without  any  further  pro- 
ceeding. To  this  extent  the  departmental  judgment  of  March  16, 18d6, 
is  modified. 
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MIXING  CLAIM— FIKI^I>  NOTES  OF  SURVEYSCONXECmNC,}  LINE, 

Sulphur  Springs  Quicksilver  Mine. 

The  field  notes  of  the  survey  of  a  mining  claim  should  connect  the  claim  with  a 
corner  of  the  public  surveys,  ami  in  the  absence  of  such  connection,  an  amended 
survey  and  new  notice  of  application  will  be  required. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

June  18^  1896.  (B.  B.,  Jr.) 

The  Merchants  Exchange  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  which  made  San 
Francisco,  California,  mineral  entry  No.  119,  October  30,  1891,  for  the 
Sulphur  Springs  Quicksilver  Mine,  appeals  from  your  office  decision  of 
April  20, 1895,  requiring  an  amendment  to  the  survey  of  the  claim  so 
as  to  show  a  connection  with  a  corner  of  the  public  survey,  and  a 
republication  and  posting  of  the  notice  of  application  for  patent. 

The  plat  and  field  notes  of  the  survey  of  the  claim  were  approved  by 
the  surveyor  general  December  8, 1874,  and  application  for  patent  and 
entry  were  made  in  1875.  This  entry  was  canceled  in  1881,  because 
notice  of  the  application  was  fatally  defective,  only  having  been  pub- 
lisheil  for  fifty-six  days,  whereas  the  law  required  publication  for  sixty 
days.  A  new  application  was  filed  November  11, 1890,  together  with 
approved  plat  and  field  notes  of  the  original  survey.  This  survey, 
while  making  references  to  several  large  trees  by  courses  and  distances^ 
does  not  connect  the  claim  with  any  public  survey  corner. 

It  is  important,  however,  to  the  applicant  in  this  case,  as  well  as  to 
the  government,  that  the  survey  of  the  claim  give  such  a  description, 
in  the  language  of  the  statute  (section  2325  K.  S.),  by  "reference  to 
natural  objects  or  permanent  monuments  as  shall  identify  the  claim 
and  furnish  an  accurate  description,  to  be  incorporated  in  the  patent.'^ 
The  patent  is  the  elfective  instrument  whereby  title  passes  from  the 
government,  is  the  muniment  upon  which  all  parties  claiming  there- 
under should  confidently  rely,  and  its  description  of  the  property  con- 
veyed should  be  as  accurate  as  is  reasonably  possible.  The  require- 
ment of  your  oftice  to  that  end,  as  to  amendment  of  the  survey,  is  in 
pursuance  of  the  statute,  and  has  formed  part  of  the  circular  instruc- 
tions and  regulations  of  your  office  under  the  mining  laws  since  Janu- 
ai'y  14, 1867  (see  fifth  paragraph  of  circular  of  last  mentioned  date,  also 
forty-third  and  forty-fifth  paragraphs,  respectively,  of  Mining  Eegula- 
tions  of  June  10,  1872,  and  December  10,  1891 ).  This  requirement 
should  be  complied  with. 

It  is  evidently  the  intendment  of  the  law,  as  contained  in  the  section 
already  referred  to,  that  the  plat  and  field  notes  of  the  survey  of  a 
mining  claim  should  constitute  an  essential  part  of  the  notice  of  the 
application  for  patent  therefor.  Unless  this  notice  is  full  and  accu- 
rate, thus  affording  a  ready  and  sufficient  means  of  ascertaining  the 
precise  boundaries  of  the  claim,  parties  having  adverse  claims  may  be 
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misled  to  their  serious  and,  possibly,  irreparable  loss,  and  so  the  benef- 
icent purpose  and  end  of  notice  would  fail  of  attainment,  and  the 
notice  instead  of  afifording  such  parties  protection  might  often  become 
a  snare. 

Tlie  Department  does  not  overlook  the  facts  that  the  mine  in  ques- 
tion is  old  and  well  known,  lies  wholly  within  the  northwest  quarter 
of  section  15,  T.  27  S.,  R.  9  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  and  that  its  location  is  shown 
upon  the  plat  of  the  public  survey  of  the  township,  appix)ved  Novem- 
ber 27, 1867,  and  appears  to  be  substantially  identical  with  the  existiupr 
location  made  in  1872,  and  that  the  notice  given  appears  to  conform  in 
all  respects  with  the  requirements  of  law,  except  that  it  describes  no 
line  of  survey  connecting  the  claim  with  a  public  survey  corner. 

The  requirement  that  a  mining  claim  on  or  near  surveyed  land  must 
be  connected  by  a  line  of  survey  with  a  public  survey  corner,  as  has 
already  been  pointed  out.  is  one  of  long  standing.  The  Department 
finds  no  warrant  to  direct  a  waiver  of  the  requirement  in  the  present 
instance. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed,  both  as  to  an  amended 
survey  and  the  giving  of  new  notice. 


Gibson  et  al.  r.  Lascy. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  4, 1896,  22 
L.  D.,  88,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Reynolds,  June  18, 1896. 


HOMESTEAD— RESIDENCE-LEAVE    OF   ABSENCE. 

Adele  C.  Leonard. 

Poverty  and  inabilitj  to  earn  a  living  on  the  land  is  not  a  *'  casnalty  **  that  entitles 
a  homesteader  to  leave  of  absence  under  section  3,  act  of  March  2, 1889. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

June  18,  1896.      '  (R.  F.  H.) 

Adele  C.  Leonard  appeals  from  yonr  office  decision  of  February  25, 
1895,  rejecting  her  second  application  for  leave  of  absence  from  her 
homestead  entry  No.  15722,  made  November  15,  1893,  for  the  S.  J  of 
the  NW.  J  and  the  K  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  26,  T.  30  N.,  R.  7  W., 
Seattle  land  district,  Washington,  on  the  ground  that  proverty  and 
inability  to  earn  a  support  on  the  land  was  not  a  "casualty"  within  the 
meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  854). 

It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Harry  C.  Seward  (11  L.  D.,  631)  that  the 
leave  of  absence  accorded  a  settler  under  section  3  of  said  act  can  only 
be  allowed  by  reason  of  sickness,  failure  of  crops,  or  other  unavoidable 
casualty,  and  that  failure  to  obtain  water  at  a  depth  of  thirty-six  feet 
was  not  a  "casualty"  within  the  meaning  of  said  act.  See  also  the 
case  of  John  Riley,  20  L.  D.,  21.    Casualty  is  defined  to  be  an  acci- 
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dent;  that  which  comes  by  chance,  or  without  design,  or  without  being 
foreseen. 

In  the  case  of  Thompson  r.  Tillotson  (56  Mis.,  36)  the  court  in  passing 
upon  the  construction  of  the  words  "casualty  or  necessity,"  in  Sec. 
2144  of  the  Code  of  1871,  which  provided  that  "whenever  the  debtor 
shall  cease  to  reside  upon  his  homestead,  it  shall  be  liable  for  his  debts, 
unless  his  removal  be  temporary,  by  reason  of  some  casualty  or  neces- 
sity" said,  "the  word  casualty  evidently  refers  to  some  sad  accident,  as 
fire  or  flood  or  some  social  or  family  disaster  or  misfortune." 

While  it  is  true  that  section  3  of  said  act  was  remedial,  and  the  lan- 
guage is  entitled  to  a  liberal  construction,  yet  if  Congress  had  intended 
to  make  poverty  a  sufficient  cause  for  a  leave  of  absence  it  would 
hardly  have  used  the  word  casualty  to  convey  its  meaning.  It  is  more 
reasonable  to  conclude  that  Congress,  having  knowledge  of  the  depart- 
mental rulings  that  temporary  absence  on  account  of  poverty,  or  for 
the  purpose  of  earning  a  support  and  making  improvements  or  pay- 
ment for  the  land,  were  not  inconsistent  with  good  faith,  and  were  not 
regarded  as  an  abandonment  of  the  land,  but  were  excused,  and  the 
claimant  in  such  cases  was  regarded  as  constructively  residing  upon 
the  land,  did  not  design  to  make  any  provision  for  such  absences,  but 
leave  the  parties  where  the  decisions  of  the  Department  left  them,  and 
that  their  absences  in  such  cases  would  be  passed  upon  upon  their  mer- 
its when  the  applicant  offered  his  final  proof. 

Xo  good  reason  appearing  for  reversing  or  in  any  manner  modifying 
said  decision  appealed  from,  the  same  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


HOMESTK.VI)— COMMUTATION-ACT  OF  JVXE  3,  1896. 

Eames  v.  Boubke. 

Under  the  act  of  June  3,  1886,  a  commuted  homestead  entry,  Huspended  on  account 
of  having  been  made  prior  to  fourteen  months  residence  after  date  of  the  original 
entry,  is  confirmed,  where  it  appears  that  the  eiitryman  in  good  faith  actually 
resided  six  months  on  the  land  prior  to  commutation,  and  no  adverse  claim, 
originating  prior  to  final  proof,  exists. 

Acting  Secretary  Reynolds  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

June  18, 1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

There  has  been  filed  by  counsel  for  Michael  J.  Bourke  a  petition  for 
re-review  of  departmental  decision  of  August  17,  1894,  wherein  was 
denied  a  motion  for  review  of  decision  of  February  19,  1894  (18  L.  D., 
150),  rejecting  the  final  commutation  proof  of  Bourke,  made  February 
15, 1892,  on  his  homestead  entry,  made  January  4, 1892,  for  the  ifTE.  J 
Sec.  15,  T.  47  N.,  E.  40  W.,  Marquette,  Michigan,  land  district. 

The  original  decision  held  that, 

the  original  entry  of  Bourke  was  made  January  4, 1892,  subsequently  to  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  and  consequently  is  governed  by  that  act.  The  mean- 
ing of  the  amended  section  is  too  plain  for  controversy.  The  language  is :  ''fourteen 
months  after  the  date  of  entry,"  not  after  settlement. 
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A  motion  for  review  of  this  judgment  was  overruled,  and  the  present 
petition  asks  a  re-review  of  these  decisions. 

In  view  of  recent  legislation  by  Congress  which  controls  the  issue  in 
this  case,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  set  forth  the  grounds  of  this 
petition,  or  discuss  the  questions  raised  thereby.  It  is  only  required  to 
state  such  facts  as  are  pertinent  now,  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  if 
the  matters  involved  come  within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Congress. 
Bourke  in  his  final  proof  swears  that  he  built  his  house  on  the  land  in 
December,  1889,  '<  and  established  actual  residence  January  24, 1890.'^ 

The  present  controversy  arose  in  this  way:  On  April  9, 1892,  George 
B.  Eames  applied  to  contest  Bourke's  entry  on  the  ground  that  the 
commutation  proof  and  entry  were  illegal,  in  that  it  was  made  under 
Sec.  2301  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Your  ofQce,  by  letter  of  April  30,  1892,  declined  to  order  a  hearing, 
for  the  reason  that  there  was  no  charge  affecting  the  validity  of  the 
entry,  <<nor  does  it  charge  fraud  or  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  entry- 
man.''  Your  office  decided  that  the  proof  was  prematurely  made;  held 
the  final  certificate  for  cancellation,  keeping  the  entry  intact  to  per- 
mit the  entryman  to  submit  commutation  proof  at  the  proper  time. 
On  motion  for  review,  that  judgment  was  modified  '^'by  revoking  the 
order  of  cancellation,  and  instead  thereof,  order  that  Bourke's  final 
certificate  and  proof  be  held  suspended  until  the  expiration  of  fourteen 
months  from  date  of  his  entry,"  when  he  might  submit  supplemental 
proof.  An  appeal  brought  the  case  to  the  Department,  and  your  office 
judgment  was  affirmed  (18  L.  D.,  150). 

By  act  of  Congress  of  June  3, 1896  (Public  No.  173),  it  is  provided : 

That  whenever  it  shall  appear  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
that  an  error  has  heretofore  heen  made  by  the  officers  of  any  local  land  office  in 
receiving  premature  commutation  proofs  under  the  homestead  laws,  and  that  there 
was  no  fraud  practiced  by  the  entryman  in  making  such  proofs,  and  final  payment 
has  been  made  and  a  final  certificate  of  entry  has  been  issued  to  the  entryman,  and 
that  there  are  no  adverse  claimants  to  the  land  described  in  the  certificate  of  entry 
whose  rij^hts  originated  prior  to  making  such  final  proofs,  and  that  no  other  reason 
why  the  title  should  not  vest  in  the  entryman  exists  except  that  the  commutation 
was  made  less  than  fourteen  months  from  the  date  of  the  homestead  settlement,  and 
that  there  was  at  least  six  months'  actual  residence  in  good  faith  by  the  homestead 
entryman  on  the  land  prior  to  such  commutation,  such  certificates  of  entry  shall  be 
in  all  things  confirmed  to  the  entryman,  his  heirs,  and  legal  representatives,  as  of 
the  date  of  such  final  certificate  of  entry  and  a  patent  issue  thereon ;  and  the  title  so 
patented  shall  inure  to  the  benefit  of  any  grantee  or  transferee  in  good  faith  of  such 
entryman  subsequent  to  the  date  of  such  final  certificate:  Provided,  That  this  act 
shall  not  apply  to  conmintation  and  homestead  entries  on  which  final  certificates 
have  been  issued,  and  which  have  heretofore  been  canceled  when  the  lands  made 
vacant  by  such  cancellation  have  been  reentered  under  the  homestead  act. 

8ec.  2.  That  all  commutations  of  homestead  entries  shall  be  allowed  after  the 
expiration  of  fourteen  months  from  date  of  settlement. 

In  the  entry  under  consideration  no  fraud  is  apparent  in  making  the 
final  proof;  there  are  no  adverse  claims  to  the  land  in  controversy  that 
originated  prior  to  final  proof;  there  is  no  reason  shown  to  the  Depart- 
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meiit  Avliy  title  should  not  invest  in  the  entryman  **  except  tnat  the 
commutation  was  made  less  than  fourteen  months  from  the  date  of 
homestead  settlement,"  and  on  the  face  of  the  record  it  is  shown  that 
the  entryman  in  good  faith  actually  resided  six  months  on  the  land 
prior  to  commutation.  It  is  also  apparent  that  the  commutation 
allowed  in  this  case  was  "after  the  expiration  of  fourteen  months  from 
date  of  settlement." 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  entry 
of  Bourke  is  confirmed,  and  the  same  should  pass  to  patent,  if  other- 
wise satisfactory. 

It  is  so  ordered,  and  the  former  decisions  suspending  the  entry  are 
hereby  revoked. 


YouNa  V.  Seveey  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  10, 1896,  22 
L.  D.,  121,  and  application  for  rehearing  denied  by  Acting  Secretary 
Eeynolds  June  18,  1896. 


TIMBER  LAND  E^TTRY— APPLICATION-PRELIMINARY  AFFIDAVIT. 

STUB3I  V.  Taylor. 

An  application  to  enter  land  under  the  timber  and  stone  law  may  be  properly  rejected, 
if  the  preliminary  affidavit  does  not  show  that  the  applicant  has  personally  exam- 
ined the  land. 

Acting  Secretary  ReynoMn  to  the  Coinmissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

June  18, 1896.  (G.  C.  R.) 

The  homestead  entry  of  William  Taylor,  made  July  27,  1892,  for  the 
8  .i  of  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  1,  T.  58  I^.,  K.  20  W.,  Dulutb,  Minnesota,  was 
canceled  on  January  5, 1895,  on  a  contest  brought  by  Frances  A.  Eegan. 

On  January  8, 1895,  Lydia  K.  Sturm  applied  to  purchase  the  land 
under  the  timber  and  stone  act  of  June  3,  1878  (20  Stat.,  89). 

On  January  28, 1895,  Frances  A.  Regan  executed  and  acknowledged 
an  instrument  in  writing,  waiving  her  preference  right  of  entry  under 
her  contest,  and  on  the  same  day  Alexander  Taylor  made  application 
to  enter.  The  same  was  allowed  by  the  register,  who,  at  the  same  time, 
rejected  Miss  Sturm's  application,  for  the  reason  that  she  failed  to  state 
that  she  had  personally  examined  the  land. 

Your  office  decision  of  May  22,  1895,  affirmed  that  action,  and  a 
further  appeal  brings  the  case  here. 

The  principal  question  raised  in  tliis  appeal  is,  whether  one  who  files 
a  preliminary  affidavit,  with  a  view  to  enter  land  under  the  timber  and 
stone  act,  is  required  to  state  in  such  affidavit  that  he  or  she  has  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  facts  therein  set  forth;  and  whether  on  failure 
to  show  such  personal  knowledge,  the  land  is  subject  to  entry  by 
another  and  subsequent  applicant. 
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Among  other  requirements  imposed  by  said  act,  it  is  provided  in  the 
second  section  thereof  that  a  peraon  desiring  to  avail  himself  of  its 
provisions  shall  file  with  the  register  "a  written  statement.,^'  to  be  veri- 
fied by  the  oath  of  the  applicant,  stating,  among  other  things,  that  the 
land  is  unfit  for  cultivation  and  valuable  chiefly  for  its  timber  and  stone, 
and  is  uninhabited,  and  contains  no  mining  or  other  improvements. 
This  oath  must  be  made  by  the  applicant,  and,  therefore,  must  be  upon 
his  or  her  personal  knowledge*    L.  M.  Walker,  11  L.  D.,  599. 

Miss  Sturm  only  stated  that  she  had  ^<  Aod"  the  land  examined,  and 
from  the  knowledge  ^Hhus  obtained"  made  her  statement.  This  did 
not  meet  the  plain  requirements  of  the  statute,  and  the  register  was 
authorized  to  reject  her  application. 

Although  Miss  Sturm^s  statement  made  upon  information  and  belief 
was  afterwards  corroborated  by  witnesses,  who  swore  that  they  ha4i 
personal  knowledge  of  the  land,  yet  these  affidavits  were  made  subse- 
quent to  Taylor's  entry,  and  after  her  application  had  been  rejected. 
She  has  no  valid  grounds  for  complaining. 

The  decision  appealed  &om  is  affirmed. 
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Abandonment. 

See  Contest,  Residence, 

Absence*  Leave  of. 

See  Residence, 

AcconnCs. 

See  Survey. 

That  the  expense  of  a  survey  is  payable 
from  the  repayment  fund  provided  for  in 
the  act  of  July  2, 1864,  does  not  take  the 
adjustment  of  the  account  out  of  the  rule 
authorizing  a  deduction  from  the  agreed 
compensation  when  the  work  is  not  done 
within  the  stipulated  period 471 

In  the  adjustment  of  an  account  under 
a  deputy  surveyor's  contract  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office  is 
authorized  to  make  a  deduction  of  6  per 
cent  from  the  agrreed  compensation,  if  the 
work  is  not  performed  within  the  stipn- 
lated  time,  and  no  extension  of  such  time 
is  granted  or  applied  for 471 

By  the  provisions  of  section  8,  act  of 
July  31, 1894,  the  acceptance  of  payment, 
under  settlement  of  an  account  by  an  au- 
ditor without  the  suspension  of  any  item 
therein,  precludes  the  revision  of  the 
same 683 

Alaska. 

See  Certificate  of  Deposit;  Survey;  Town- 
site. 

While  Congress  has  made  no  provision 
for  determining  the  extent  of  the  claims 
of  the  Qreco-Russian  Church  in,  or  the 
validity  of  its  title  thereto,  yet  the  pos- 
aeesory  claims  of  said  church  have  been 
protected  in  executive  action  taken  by 
the  State,  War,  and  Treasury  Depart- 
ments, and  allowed  to  remain  in  the  hands 
of  the  church ;  but,  in  the  absence  of  statu- 
tory authority  therefor,  the  Interior  De- 
partment can  not  undertake  to  identify, 
by  survey,  the  lands  of  the  church  and 
determine  the  title  of  the  church  thereto.  880 

If  any  of  the  property  held  by  the 
Greco- Russian  Church  has  been  included 
within  the  limits  of  an  executive  reserva- 
tion, the  President  has  the  authority  to 
modify  the  order  therefor,  so  as  to  ex- 
clude the  lands  erroneously  embraced 
within  such  reservation 880 
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Alienation. 

A  timber-culture  entry  will  be  canceled 
where  it  appears  that  the  entryraan  has 
disposed  of  all  his  interest  in  the  land,  and 
is  holding  the  entry  for  the  benefit  of  the 
party  purchasing  such  interest 21 

A  contract  or  agreement  that  does  not 
affect,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  title  to  the 
land  is  not  within  the  inhibitory  provi- 
sions of  section  2  of  the  timber  and  stone 
act 284 

An  offer  to  sell,  made  by  a  homesteader 
after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  pe- 
riod of  residence  and  the  submission  of 
final  proof,  but  pending  the  allowance 
thereof,  is  not  inconsistent  with  good 
faith  on  the  part  of  the  entryman 8S8 

An  entry  made  in  pursuance  of  section 
1,  act  of  October  1, 1860,  is  not  invalidated 
by  an  agreement  to  convey  the  land  cov- 
ered thereby,  made  prior  to  the  consum- 
mation of  the  transfer  authorized  by  said 
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An  agreement  for  conveyance  that 
could  not  be  enforced  in  a  suit  to  comi)el 
specific  i>erformance,  and  that  may  be 
avoided  by  the  payment  of  a  money  con- 
sideration, does  not  oi>erate  as  a  disquali- 
fication of  a  homesteader,  nor  will  a  con- 
tract that  is  simply  a  pledge  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money;  and  especially  will  such 
contracts  be  so  regarded  where  they  tLjh 
pear  to  have  become  of  no  effect  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  entry 644 

The  purchaser  of  a  mining  daim  after 
entry,  but  prior  to  patent,  takes  the  land 
subject  to  all  the  infirmities  of  title,  so  far 
as  the  government  is  concerned TOi 

Allotment. 

See  Indian  Lands. 

Amendment. 

See  Entry;  Practice, 

Appeal. 

See  Practice, 

Application. 

See  Contest. 

To  make  entry  of  public  land  can  not 
be  allowed  if  based  upon  preliminary 
lepers  executed  prior  to  the  time  when 
said  land  is  legally  subject  to  such  appro- 
priation  278 

721 


722 
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The  validity  of,  is  not  affected  by  the 
lact  that  the  prelimixuiry  affidavit  is  exe- 
•cuted  before  the  land  is  formally  declared  - 
open  to  entry,  where,  prior  thereto,  the 
land  in  question  was  restored  to  the  pub- 
lic domain  by  an  act  of  Congress 110, 486 

A  preliminary  affidavit  executed  he- 
fore  a  United  States  commissioner  out- 
side of  the  county  in  which  the  land  is 
situated  is  irregular,  and  a  new  affidavit 
should  be  required 486 

The  preliminary  affidavit  (Form  4—102 
b)  should  be  executed  within  the  district 
in  which  the  land  is  situated;  but  where 
not  so  made,  an  entry  may  be  equitably 
confirmed  for  the  benefit  of  a  purchaser 
whose  good  faith  is  apparent 114 

On  the  part  of  a  State  to  select  lands 
should  be  rejected,  if  the  lands  applied 
for  are  not  open  to  such  appropriation  at 
the  date  of  selection,  or  at  the  time  when 
the  application  ia  received 885 

To  enter,  improperly  held  to  await 
prior  proceedings  involving  the  land, 
when  allowed,  will  relate  back  to  the 
time  when  it  was  received  with  the 
proper  fees,  and  cut  off  intervening  ad- 
verse claims 671 

To  enter,  filed  subject  to  a  contestant's 
preferred  right  of  entry  take  precedence 
in  the  order  of  filing,  if  the  contestant 
fails  to  exercise  his  privilege 208 

An  applicant  for  the  right  of  entry  who, 
under  a  rule  adopted  by  the  local  office, 
deposits  his,  and  receives  a  number  cor- 
responding to  his  place  in  the  line  of  ap- 
plicants, and  thereafter  fails  to  respond 
to  such  number  when  it  is  reached  and 
called,  loses  his  priority  as  against  a  sub- 
sequent intervening  applicant 206 

To  enter  accompanying  a  timber-cul- 
ture contest,  and  pending  at  the  repeal  of 
the  timber-culture  law,  protects  the 
right  of  the  applicant  until  final  action 
thereon 182 

The  circular  instructions  of  August  18, 
1887,totheeffect  thatall,  filed  with  timber- 
culture  contests  shall  stand  rejected  if 
not  perfected  within  thirty  days  after 
notice  of  cancellation  are  not  applicable 
if  the  application  is  not  returned  to  the 
local  office 182 

To  enter  filed  by  a  homestead  contest- 
ant with  his  contest  serves  no  purpose. . .    06 

The  failure  of  a  timber-land  applicant  to 
personally  inspect  the  tract  prior  to  his, 
can  not  be  regarded  as  evidence  of  bad 
faith  where,  under  the  regulations  then 
existing,  the  applicant  was  not  required 
to  make  a  sworn  statement  that  he  had 
so  examined  the  land 337 

To  make  a  timber-land  entry  may  be 
changed  as  to  the  land  included  therein 
on  a  satisfactory  showing  that  after  the 
date  of  the  original  application  and  prior 
to  the  time  fixed  for  the  completion  of  the 


entry  the  timber  on  the  tract  first  applied 
for  was  destroyed  by  a  forest  fire, 
through  no  fault  of  the  applicant 434 

To  enter  under  the  timber  and  stone 
law  may  be  properly  rejected  if  the  pre- 
liminary affidavit  does  not  show  that  the 
applicant  has  personally  examined  the 
hmd T» 

Failure  to  appeal  from  the  rejectioti  of, 
does  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  applicant 
if  he  has  not  given  the  requisite  notice  in 
writing  of  the  adverse  action  and  of  his 
right  (rf  appeal  therefrom 576 

The  failure  of  an  applicant  for  a  tract 
of  land  to  appeal  from  adverse  action  of 
the  local  office  will  not  be  held  to  preju- 
dice his  rights  where  such  action  is  not 
indorsed  on  the,  and  the  applicant  noti- 
fied of  his  right  of  appeal 63^) 

Order  of  June  13. 1896,  with  respect  to, 
filed  during  vacancy  in  local  office 704 

To  enter  received  during  a  vacancy  In 
the  office  of  the  register  must  be  treated 
as  tdmultaneous,  on  the  resumption  of 
business  in  the  local  office 912 

In  the  case  of  simultaneous,  where  one 
of  the  applicants  has  settled  upon  and 
improved  the  land,  and  the  other  has  not, 
the  priority  of  right  should  be  accorded 
to  the  actual  settler 4U3 

Arid  liandft. 

See  Reservoir  Lands. 

Attorney. 

Who  is  appearing  on  behalf  of  a  contest- 
ant can  not  at  the  same  time  assert  a  right 
to  the  land  embraced  in  such  proceedings .    86 

Must  be  recognized  under  departmental 
regulations  prior  to  the  exercise  of  rights.  434 

Boundary  of  State. 

See  States. 

Cancellation* 

A  Judgment  of,  takes  effect  as  ot  the 
date  rendered,  and  the  land  released 
thereby  from  appropriation  becomes  sub- 
ject to  entry  as  of  such  date,  without  re- 
gard to  the  time  when  said  Judgment  is 
noted  of  record  in  the  local  office 77 

Of  an  entry  without  notice  to  the  entry- 
man  is  of  no  effect 174 

An  entry  allowed  by  the  local  office 
should  not  be  subsequently  held  for,  with- 
out first  affording  the  entryman  an  oppor- 
tunity to  show  cause  why  such  action 
should  not  be  taken 606 

Certificate  of  Deposit. 

The  provisions  of  section  2403,  R.  S.,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1879,  with 
respect  to  the  assignment  of,  are  not  ap- 
plicable to  such  certificates  issued  on  de- 
posits for  surveys  in  the  Territory  of 
Alaska ^ 

Circulars. 

See  Tables  of,  page  xxiL 
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Citizenship.  Page. 

A  corporation  organized  under  the  laws 
of  a  State  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States     1 

Proof  of,  on  behalf  of  a  corporation, 
shown  by  authenticated  certificate  of  in- 
corporation     83 

An  Indian  bom  within  the  United 
States  who  has  abandoned  the  tribal  re- 
lation, and  adopted  the  habits  and  cus- 
toms of  civilized  life,  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States 216 

Coal  liand. 

Where  a  claimant  prior  to  surrey  lo- 
cates a  claim  for  himself,  and  an  adjacent 
claim  for  another  party,  as  agent,  and  it 
transpires  after  survey  that  the  improve- 
ments made  on  behalf  of  the  latter  claim 
are  within  the  lines  of  the  former,  such 
'  improvements  inure  to  the  benefit  of  said 
claim,  so  far  as  third  i>arties  are  con- 
cerned, and  the  claimant  is  not  required 
to  open  and  improve  a  mine  on  the  land 
he  claimed  before  survey 11 

One  who  pundiases  the  possessory  right 
to  a  developed  vein  of  coal  while  the  title 
to  the  land  is  still  in  the  United  States, 
and  thereafter  remains  in  actual  posses- 
sion thereof,  is  entitled  to  file  a  declara- 
tory statement  and  perfect  title  there- 
under   806 

The  purchaser  of  the  improvements 
made  by  a  prior  claimant  under  a  coal  de- 
claratory statement  acquires  no  priority 
of  right  thereby,  if  an  assignment  of  the 
right  to  purchase  from  the  government 
has  not  been  made  as  provided  in  para- 
graph 37  of  the  regulations  of  July  81, 1882.  688 

On  the  offer  of  fl..al  proof  under  a  coal 
declaratory  statement,  and  the  appear- 
ance of  an  adverse  claimant  who  protests 
'  against  the  allowance  of  said  proof,  the 
protestant  should  not  be  required  to  in- 
troduce testimony  if  the  final  proof  as 
submitted  is  clearly  insufficient  under 
•  the  regulations 688 

Sections  2348  and  2349,  R.  S.,  do  not  re- 
quire that  a  coal  claimant  must  have 
opened  a  mine  on  the  land  at  the  time  of 
filing  a  declaratory  statement  therefor. .  639 

On  the  relinq  uishment  of  a  ooal  declara- 
tory statement  the  Improvements  made 
thereunder  inure  to  the  benefit  of  a  valid 
adverse  claim  then  asserted  for  the  tract 
involved 639 

Conarmatlon. 

Under  Section  7,  Act  op  March 
3, 1891. 

Provisions  of,  do  not  cover  a  cash  en- 
try under  section  2,  act  of  June  15,  1880, 
made  by  one  who  has  theretofore  relin- 
quished his  interest  in  the  original  entry .    81 

A  purchaser  under  section  8,  act  of 
September  29, 1890,  is  entitled  to  the  con- 
firmatory provisions  of  the  act  as  a  pre- 
'   emptor 131 
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The  cancellation  of  an  entry  without 
notice  to  the  entryman  is  absolutely  void, 
and  an  entry  so  canceled  at  the  passage 
of  the  act  is  in  law  an  existing  entry,  and 
confirmed  by  said  section,  if  otherwise 
within  the  provisions  of  said  section;  and 
the  right  of  a  transferee  in  such  case  is 
not  limited  to  the  privilege  of  showing 
that  the  entryman  had  in  fact  complied 
with  the  law 174 

Of  an  entry  by  said  section  for  the  ben- 
efit of  a  transferee  is  not  defeated  by 
want  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  en- 
tryman or  his  immediate  transferee  if 
subsequently  and  prior  to  March  1,  1888, 
the  land  is  sold  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser; 
nor  is  such  purchaser  bound  to  take  no- 
tice of  a  prior  order  of  cancellation  that 
is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction 174 

The  provisions  of  said  section  are  ai>- 
pllcable  to  an  entry  of  Mille  Lac  Indian 
lands  made  under  the  general  laws  prior 
to  July  4, 1884 600 

The  purchaser  of  a  soldier*s  additional 
homestead  right  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  said 
section 651 

The  certificate  of  the  register  and  re- 
ceipt of  the  receiver  issued  on  the  allow- 
ance of  a  soldier*s  additional  homestead 
entry  are  sufficient  to  bring  such  entry 
withiu  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  said 
section 090 

Commatatlon, 

See  Homestead. 


See  ContcBtant;  ProteMt. 

Generally. 

The  allowance  of  an  application  to  con- 
test a  final  entry  is  a  matter  resting  in  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  Commissioner,  and 
the  denial  thereof  will  not  be  disturbed 
imless  an  abuse  of  such  discretion  is  made 
toappear 169 

It  is  properly  within  the  discretion  of 
the  Commissioner  to  deny  a  hearing  on 
an  affidavit  of,  corroborated  by  a  witness 
who  has  been  convicted  of  perjury  in  mak- 
ing said  corroboratory  affidavit 169 

Dates  in  contest  papers  should  not  be 
changed  by  an  attorney  after  the  execu- 
tion of  suc^  papers  and  prior  to  the  filing 
thereof,  though  such  action  will  not  be 
held  to  Invalidate  affidavits  so  changed..  242 

As  between  two  applications  for  the 
right  of,  one  received  by  mail  in  due 
course,  and  lying  unopened  on  the  regis- 
ter's desk  at  9  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and 
one  presented  in  person  at  such  hour,  pri- 
ority should  be  accorded  the  latter 242 

Though  a,  will  not  be  allowed  on  a  ques- 
tion that  has  formed  the  basis  of  a  prior 
adjudication  between  the  same  parties, 
such  fact  will  not  prevent  the  govern- 
ment from  canceling  the  entry  in  question 
if  it  la  clearly  Illegal ^ 217 
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An  issue  onoe  tried  and  determined  can 
not  be  made  the  basis  of  a  second 91, 415 

The  fact  that  the  Department  declines, 
on  motion  for  rehearing,  to  remand  a  case 
for  the  submission  of  testimony  on  a  mat- 
ter newly  alleged  as  a  basis  therefor  is  no 
bar  to  a  sabaeqnent  contest  in  which  snch 
matter  is  properly  put  in  issne 3B4 

The  right  of  a  second  contestant  to  be 
heard,  who  alleges  the  coUoslve  character 
of  the  prior,  in  addition  to  his  charge 
against  the  entry,  can  not  be  defeated  by 
a  subsequent  interrening  entry  made  on 
relinquishment  of  the  entry  under  attack, 
and  with  notice  of  the  second  contest —  816 

The  right  of  a  second  contestant  to  a 
Judgment  on  the  charge  as  made  by  him 
and  established  by  the  evidence  can  not 
be  defeated  by  acts  performed  with  a 
view  to  curing  the  alleged  default  after 
such  contest  is  filed,  but  before  notice 
thereof,  and  pending  the  disposition  of  a 
prior  coUusire  contest 466 

A  second  contestant  who,  in  addition  to 
the  charge  made  in  the  prior  suit,  alleges 
that  the  contestant  therein  is  disquali- 
fled  as  an  entryman  is  not  entitled  to  be 
heard  thereon  during  the  i>endency  of 
said  proceedings;  and  in  the  erent  of  the 
cancellation  of  the  entry  under  attack  as 
the  result  of  said  proceedings,  such  con- 
testant is  entitled  to  no  priority  of  right 
to  proceed  against  the  subsequent  entry 
of  the  successful  contestant 668 

The  relinquishment  of  a  part  of  the  land 
covered  by  an  entry  relieyes  the  tract  so 
relinquished  at  once  from  its  former  state 
of  reeerration,  and  a  subsequent  contest 
brought  against  the  entire  entry  could 
give  the  contestant  no  right  or  interest 
in  said  tract,  though  his  right  to  proceed 
against  the  remainder  of  the  entry  would 
not  be  ailected  by  the  relinquishment 128 

A  clerical  omission  occurring  in  an  orig- 
inal homestead  affidavit  does  not  furnish 
proper  ground  for  a 68 

An  allegation  that  an  entry  is  made  in 
bad  faith  and  for  the  purpose  of  specula- 
tion, and  not  for  the  purpose  of  actual 
settlement  and  cultivation,  warrants  in- 
vestigation as  to  the  matter  so  charged..  24fi 

Fraudulent  intent  in  making  an  entry  ia 
not  shown  by  the  execution  of  a  relin- 
quishment or  an  offer  to  sell  the  improve- 
ments on  the  land  ISO 

Though  the  charge  may  be  general  in 
character,  it  will  not  be  held  error  on  the 
part  of  the  local  office  to  proceed  with 
the  hearing  where  the  alleged  default,  if 
found  true,  calls  for  cancellation  of  the 
entry 80 

A  charge  of  fraud  in  the  procurement 
of  a  relinquishment  will  not  be  enter- 
tained, as  against  a  record  entryman,  on 
behalf  of  a  third  party  who  alleges  that 
he  is  in  pomession  of  a  prior  relinquish- 
ment and  intended  to  enter  the  land  in 
controversy 150 


Will  not  lie  against  an  entry  that  is  can- 
celed of  record  prior  to  the  initiation  of 
the  adverse  proceeding 415 

A  contestant  who,  on  the  day  of  hear- 
ing, files  a  dismissal  of  the,  together  with 
a  new  affidavit  of,  with  a  view  to  proceed- 
ings thereon,  may  properly  be  permitted, 
prior  to  further  action  in  the  premises, 
to  withdraw  the  said  dismissal,  and  sub- 
mit evidence  under  the  original  charge, 
where  good  faith  on  the  part  of  said  party 
is  manifest 28 

If  a  contestant  after  the  submission  of 
his  testimony  falls  or  refuses  to  pay  the 
further  costs  of  the  proceeding,  the  case 
then  rests  between  the  contostee  and  the 
government,  and  it  is  incumbent  upon 
said  cuntestee  to  submit  such  testimony 
as  he  may  have  on  his  own  behalf 419 

May  be  properly  dismissed  where  the 
contestant  declines  to  pay  the  cost  of  tak- 
ing the  testimcmy  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
testee,  and  waives  the  preferred  right  of 
entry,  and  it  is  apparent  that  such  waiver 
is  not  in  good  faith 296 

Under  a,  in  which  the  contestant  offers 
to  jMiy  the  costs,  the  proceedings  may  be 
dismissed  on  said  party *s  failure  so  to  do.  21ft 

Instituted  under  section  2,  act  of  May 
14, 1880,  and  prosecuted  until  the  charge 
as  laid  therein  is  apparently  established, 
should  not  be  dismlBsed  on  the  contest- 
ant's refusal  to  make  further  advances 
for  the  costs,  but  treated  thereafter  as 
between  the  government  and  the  entry- 
man 

Homestead. 

Where  an  entry  is  suspended,  a  contest 
initiated  prior  to  the  expiration  of  six 
months  from  date  of  entry,  excluding  the 
period  of  suspension,  is  premature 

Will  not  lie  on  a  charge  that  the  pre- 
liminary affidavit  was  executed  before  a 
United  States  commissioner  outside  of 
the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated.  488 

In  a  proceeding  on  the  charge  that  the 
entryman  died  leaving  no  heirs  or  bene- 
ficiaries under  section  2291,  R.  S.,  the  ad- 
ministrator of  the  entryman's  estate  is 
not  entitled  to  notice  of  the  hearing 448 

The  failure  of  a  homesteader  in  his  life- 
time to  establish  residence  on  the  land, 
due  time  having  elapsed  therefor  prior 
to  his  death,  and  the  subsequent  failure 
of  his  heirs  to  reside  thereon,  require  the 
cancellation  of  the  entry 511 

Against  a  homestead  entry  on  the 
ground  that  the  entrsrman  in  his  lifetime 
failed  to  live  on  or  cultivate  the  land,  and 
like  failure  subsequently  on  the  jiartof 
the  heir,  must  fail,  where  it  appears  that 
the  entryman  died  within  six  months 
after  making  entry,  and  that  his  heir, 
prior  to  the  initiation  of  contest,  main- 
tained his  right  under  said  entry  by  culti- 
vation of  the  land ^  181 
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Will  lie  against  a  soldier^s  homestead 
entry  on  a  charge  of  failure  to  settle  on 
the  land  and  improve  the  same  within 
six  months  from  date  of  filing  the  declar- 
atory statement S45 

Tho  designation  by  the  entryman,  under 
a  Territorial  statute,  of  lands  claimed  as 
a  ^*  homestead/'  other  and  different  from 
those  embraced  in  his  entry,  does  not 
raise  any  presumption  of  abandonment 
,  that  requires  explanation  on  the  part  of 
the  entryman  where  said  Territorial  law 
permite  a  person  to  designate  land  on 
which  he  does  not  reside  as  a  **  home- 
stead"  248 

The  fact  that  the  claimant  is  residing 
on  the  land  at  the  time  when  the  notice 
of  contest  is  legally  served  will  not  de- 
feat a  contest  charging  abandonment  if 
it  appears  that  the  claimant's  action  in 
returning  to  the  land  is  induced  by  actual 
knowledge  of  the  impending  suit,  with 
no  previous  intent  to  comply  with  the 
law  in  good  faith 581 

The  physical  condition  and  poverty  of 
a  claimant  may  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion, where  good  faith  is  apparent,  in 
determining  whether  there  has  been  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  homeatecid  law 428 

Preemption. 

Proceedings  on  protest  against  pre-emp- 
tion final  proof  do  not  constitute 188 

Timber  Culture. 

The  right  to  contest  a  timber-culture 
entry  on  the  ground  of  non-compliance 
with  law  is  not  defeated  by  showing  that 
the  contestant  was  employed  to  do  the 
necessary  work  if  it  appears  by  the 
terms  of  such  emplojrment  a  special  con- 
tract was  made  providing  that  said  work 
was  to  be  paid  for  in  advance,  and  was 
not  performed  for  the  reason  that  the 
payment  was  not  made  as  stipulated  —  480 

Contestant. 

See  Contest;  Protestant. 

The  question  of  preference  right  under 
a  contest  must  be  determined  when  the 
alleged  privilege  is  duly  asserted 22 

Not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  relin- 
quishment that  is  not  filed  aa  the  result 
of  the  contest 71 

The  right  of  a  party  to  be  heard  as  a, 
against  an  entry,  and  applicant  for  the 
land  covered  thereby,  will  not  be  recog- 
•  nized  where  it  appears  that  he  is  at  the 
same  time  the  attorney  of  another  claim- 
antfor  thesame  tract 86 

The  right  of  a,  to  be  heard  will  not  be 
defeated  by  a  hearing  inadvertently  or- 
dered on  a  later  contest 91 

An  application  to  enter  filed  by  the,  of  a 
homestead  entry  at  the  time  of  filing  his 
affidavit  of  contest  confers  no  right  in  the 


Faga 
event  of  his  securing  a  judgment  of  can- 
cellation, and  can  not  be  used  by  him  in 
the  exercise  of  his  preferred  right 06 

Not  required  to  possess  the  qualifica- 
tions of  an  entryman.  Until  the  contest- 
ant seeks  to  avail  himself  of  the  preferred 
right  attendant  upon  success  his  qualifi- 
cations will  not  be  considered 205 

The  right  of  an  actual  settler,  with  a 
pending  application  to  make  homestead 
entry,  who  dies  before  the  final  deter- 
mination of  a  contest  instituted  by  him 
against  a  prior  adverse  entry,  descends 
to  his  heirs,  and  may  be  i)erfected  by 
them  on  the  cancellation  of  the  entry 
xmder  attack ;  and  this  right  is  in  no  man- 
ner dependent  upon  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  July  26,  1892,  with  respect  to  the 
heirsof  a 800 

Who  declines  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  hear- 
ing waives  the  preferred  right  of  entry 
accorded  by  section  2,  act  of  May  14, 1880.  419 

Who,  after  the  submission  of  his  own 
testimony,  declines  to  pay  the  further 
coste  of  the  case  is  without  interest  in 
the  controversy,  and  has  no  stending  to 
complain  of  the  refusal  of  the  local  offi- 
cers to  recognize  him  in  the  subsequent 
proceedings 468 

A  tenant  at  will  of  a  homesteader  is 
not,  by  reason  of  such  relation  to  the 
entryman,  precluded  from  contesting  his 
entry 581 

Cultivation. 

Planting  a  crop  with  no  expectation  or 
intention  of  securing  a  return  therefrom 
is  not  compliance  with  the  homestead  law 
in  the  matter  of 205 

Desert  Liand. 

See  Entry. 

A  natural  growth  of  timber  occupying 
a  narrow  non-irrigable  ridge  that  forms  a 
small  -part  of  a  tract  embraced  within  a 
desert  entry  will  not  be  held  to  defeat 
.  the  entry  as  improperly  allowed  for  lands 
not  subject  to  such  appropriation 412 

r 

Deserted  li¥ife. 

See  Honvestectd. 

Duress. 

Non-compliance  with  the  law  will  not  be 
excused  on  the  ground  of  Intimidation 
where  it  is  apparent  from  the  conduct  of 
the  party  that  the  alleged  threats  did  not 
lead  him  to  believe  that  he  was  in  danger 
of  bodily  Injury 280 

Entry. 

See  Application;  Final  Proof. 

Generally. 

Allowed  at  a  time  when  the  land  is  em- 
braced within  a  railroad  withdrawal  on 
general  route  is  not  void,  but  voidable. . .  213 
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In  the  c«M  of,  that  Is  not  of  record  In 
the  local  office  the  Uad  covered  thereby 
must  be  held  as  open  to  settlement  and 
appropriation  subject  only  to  whaieifer 
rights  may  exist  on  the  part  at  saeh  entry- 
man 660 

Of  land  relinquished  wHl  not  be  qnes- 
tioned,  so  far  as  the  status  ot  the  land  at 
the  date  of  the  entry  is  concerned,  where 
such  relinquishment  is  shown,  prima 
facie,  to  have  been  executed  by  the 
only  qualified  heir,  and  the  statutory 
life  of  the  entry  thus  relinqniahed  lias 
expired 416 

The  right  of  one  claiming  under  a  mort- 
gage and  purchase  of  a  tract  for  which 
final  certificate  has  been  issued,  but  is 
thereafter  canceled,  can  not  be  recognised 
as  against  a  subsequent  entry,  made  on 
the  relinquishment  of  the  prior  claim,  if 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  intervening 
entryman  was  a  party  to,  or  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  alleged  fraud  upon  said  in- 
cumbrancer   168 

A  claimant  under  a  canceled,  is  not 
entitled  to  reinstatement  after  the  lapee 
of  years  and  in  the  presence  of  an  inter- 
vening adverse  right,  where  his  entry  is 
canceled  on  account  of  supposed  conflict 
with  a  prior  claim,  and  he  thereafter  fails 
to  apjieal  from  a  denial  of  his  application 
to  contest  the  validity  of  said  claim 192 

Desert  Land. 

See  De9ert  Land. 

In  determining  whether  a,  comes  with- 
in the  requirements  as  to  compactness, 
the  topography  of  the  adjacent  tracts  and 
the  unsnitability  thereof  for  purposes  of 
agriculture  may  be  taken  into  consider- 
ation   412 

A  corporation  organized  under  the  laws 
of  a  State  is  in  contemplation  of  law  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  as  such 
can  take  and  hold  by  assignment  a  desert 
entry ^ 1 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1891,  Uie  assignee  of  a  desert  en- 
tryman is  not  required  to  be  a  resident 
citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which 
the  land  is  situated.  It  is  sufficient  in 
such  case  if  the  assignee  is  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States 1 

Homestead. 

See  Oklahoma  Landa. 

One  who  makes,  and  then  learns  of  a 
prior  adverse- settlement  claim,  and  in 
fear  of  personal  violence  on  the  part  of 
the  adverse  claimant  relinquishes  in  good 
faith  and  without  compensation,  may  be 
I>ermitted  to  make  a  second 880 

The  right  to  make  a  second  under  sec- 
tion 2,  act  of  March  2, 1880,  can  not  be  in- 
voked for  the  protection  of  a  settler 
who  at  the  time  of  his  settlement  has  an 
entry  of  record  for  another  tract 480 


The  rifl^t  to  change  from  one  tract  to 
another  can  not  be  allowed  in  the  pres- 
ence of  an  intervening  adverse  right, 
even  though  the  applicant  may  have  been 
the  prior  settler  on  the  tract  thus  applied 
for 

'Hie  right  to  makes  second  may  be  rec- 
ognised where  the  first  was  canceled  on 
aooonnt  of  the  entryman's  failure  to  es- 
tabUsh  residence  and  such  fttilure  was 
due  to  circumstances  beyond  his  control.  K9 

Timber  Culture. 

&06  Final  Proof  ;  Contest. 

Of  a  fractional  subdivision  that  em- 
braces lees  than  40  acres,  under  which  the 
area  planted  to  trees  is  less  than  2^  acres, 
may  be  equitably  confirmed  where  the 
entryman  followed  the  construction  of 
the  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  planting, 
and  shows  on  final  proof  a  greater  number 
of  growing  trees  than  is  required  on  the 
statutory  acreage m 

The  arid  condition  of  land  embraced 
within  a,  does  not  excuse  noncompUanoe 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law 

An  application  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  land  covered  by  a  subsisting, 
under  which  final  proof  has  not  been 
made  within  the  statutory  period,  does 
not  confer  upon  the  applicant  the  status 
of  an  adverse  claimant  entitled  to  be 
heard  as  against  subsequent  equitable 
action  on  the  timber-culture  entry 

Equitable  Action* 

See  Entry;  Final  Proof i  Home9t«ad. 

Evidence* 

Judicial  notice  may  be  taken  of  facta 
disclosed  by  the  records  of  the  Depart- 
ment  . 

Ex  parte  affidavits  should  not  be  filed 
with  an  appeal,  and  if  so  filed  will  be  re- 
turned to  the  party  filing  the  same :$<& 

A  certified  copy  of  an  indictment,  ver- 
dict, and  sentence  are  properly  admissi- 
ble as,  tending  to  establish  a  charge  em- 
braced in  the  Issues  tried  and  determined 
In  the  prior  criminal  proceeding 530 

An  objection  to  the  admissibiiity  of, 
comes  too  late  when  raised  for  the  first 
time  on  appeal £30 

A  finding  of  fact  in  a  judicial  proceed- 
ing can  not  be  accepted  by  the  Depart- 
ment as  an  adjudication  where  such  fact 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  in  issue  or 
embraced  In  the  judgment  of  the  court..  6tt 

In  a  contest  wherein  the  truth  of  final 
proof  is  in  issue,  it  is  proper  and  neoee> 
sary  to  examine  said  proof,  and  compare 
the  statements  therein  made  with  the 
facts  establishedat  the  hearing 619 

Taken  in  a  different  case  and  involving 
a  different  tract,  not  sufficient  basis  for 
final  action 
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Parol,  may  be  accepted  to  show  facts 
which  sboald  have  appeared  of  record, 
and  would  have  so  appeared  but  for  the 
omissions  of  the  local  office 690 

Where  an  interveninfir  entryman  is 
called  upon  to  show  cause  why  his  entry 
should  not  be  canceled,  and  the  right  of 
a  prior  adverse  claimant  under  a  home- 
stead declaratory  statement  recognized, 
the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  said  entry- 
man 118 


Allowable  to  local  officers  on  Indian 
allotments,  under  section  4,  act  of  Feb- 
ruary A,  1887,  are  in  the  form  of  a  commis- 
sion, and  determined  in  amount  by  the 
price  and  area  of  the  land,  and  it  there- 
fore follows  that  such  fees  can  not  be  fixed 
and  allowed  until  after  survey  of  the 
allotted  tracts;  but  it  is  not  essential  to 
the  allowance  of  such  fees  that  the  allot- 
ments should  have  been  finally  approved .    86 

Filinir. 

A  pre-emption  entry  allowed  on  a  sec- 
ond, may  be  allowed  to  stand  where  it 
appears  to  have  been  made  in  good  faith 
believing  the  right  to  make  such  filing 
had  been  accorded  by  decision  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office 278 

Final  Proof. 

Generally. 

Taken  by  the  register  and  receiver  out- 
side of  office  hours  may  be  considered, 
where  it  appears  to  have  been  so  taken 
because  the  witnesses  could  not  attend  at 
any  other  time,  and  that  their  testimony 
was  submitted  with  due  opportunity  for 
cross-examination  by  the  adverse  claim- 
ant   486 

Notice  of  intention  to  submit,  will  be 
held  good  as  against  a  railroad  company, 
where,  in  the  publication  thereof,  the 
**  general  land  agent ''  of  the  company  is 
specially  cited,  and  a  protest  against  the 
proof  is  subsequently  filed  by  said  agent, 
and  no  exception  is  taken  therein  as  to 
the  service  of  said  notice,  nor  objection 
made  thereto  on  appeal 5 

During  the  pendency  of  an  application 
to  select  a  tract  as  indemnity  under  a  rail- 
road grant,  no  action  should  be  taken  on, 
without  si^ecial  notice  to  the  company. . .  212 

Submitted  during  the  pendency  of  a , 
contest  and  prior  to  the  amendment  of 
Bule  68  of  practice,  may  be  considered 
under  said  amended  rule,  where  due  no- 
tice of  intention  to  submit  said  proof  is 
given 828 

In  the  submission  of  final  tx>wn8ite,  the 
testimony  of  a  substituted  witness  can 
not  be  accepted  without  further  adver* 
tisement,  unless  two  of  the  advertised 
witnesses  testify 247 


Page^ 
A  protestant  against,  who  sets  up  his 
own  right  to  enter  the  land  is  bound  to 
present  at  such  time  all  objections  against 
the  proposed  entry  then  known  to  him. .    68 

A  demand  on  the  register  may  be  prop- 
erly made  for  the  production  of  lost,  and 
if  not  secured  thereby  the  contents  of  the 
same  may  be  shown  or  new  proof  sul^ 
mitted 138 

Desert  Land. 

A  protest  against  the  allowance  of  des- 
ert land,  on  the  grround  of  the  failure  of 
the  entryman  to  secure  a  water  supply 
and  effect  reclamation,  must  be  dismissed 
if  on  the  day  advertised  he  does  not  sub- 
mit final  proof,  and  further  time  therefor 
exists  under  the  statute 668 

Homestead. 

The  Department  is  without  authority 
to  permit  a  homesteader  to  submit,  with- 
out publication  of  notice 548 

There  is  no  statutory  authority  under 
which  an  administrator  may  submit 124 

A  final  homestead  affidavit  submitted 
by  a  non-resident  heir  is  entitled  to  equi- 
table consideration  where  executed  out- 
side of  the  district  and  State  in  which  the 
land  is  situated,  and  it  appears  that  the 
afliant,  on  account  of  extreme  age  and  ill 
health,  is  physically  unable  to  appear  be- 
fore an  officer  authorized  by  statute  to 
act  in  such  cases 514 

Where  made  on  behalf  of  heirs,  and  it 
appears  that  the  widow  has  abandoned 
her  rights,  the  proof  may  be  accepted, 
and  the  i>atent  issue  to  the  heirs  gener- 
ally  428 

Submitted  by  one  who  is  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  home- 
steader, and  also  heir  of  the  decedent, , 
should  be  regarded  as  having  been  made 
by  said  party  in  his  capacity  as  heir,  and 
therefore  authorized  by  law 404 

Preemption. 

The  reservation  effected  by  notice  of 
application  to  make,  is  for  the  benefit  of 
the  pre-emptor,  and  does  not  operate  as  a 
segregation  of  the  land,  as  between  third 
parties  whose  claims  arise  independently 
of  thepreemptor 671 

A  protest  against  the  allowance  of,  se- 
cures to  the  protestant  no  preference 
right  of  entry,  in  the  event  that  such  pro- 
ceedings result  in  cancellation  of  the  pre- 
emption declaratory  statement 189 

Timber  Culture. 

Circular  of  March  25, 1806,  under  the 
act  of  March  4, 1896,  amending  the  timber- 
culture  law  in  the  matter  of 86(^ 

Under  the  act  of  March  4, 1896,  the  per- 
sonal evidence  of  the  entryman,  on  the 
submission  of,  may  be  taken  before  a 
United  States  court  commissioner,  or  a 
derk  of  any  court  of  record,  anywhere  in 
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the  United  States,  and  the  proviaiona  of 
said  act  are  applicable  where  final  action 
has  not  been  taken  on  the  proof 626 

A  timber-culture  entry  may  be  equita- 
bly confirmed  where  the  entryman  fails 
to  submit,  within  the  statutory  period 
and  the  delay  is  satisfactorily  explained.    50 

In  the  sulnnission  of,  the  personal  tes- 
timony of  the  entryman  should  be  taken 
'before  some  ofllcer  authorized  to  admin- 
ister oaths  in  the  district  in  which  the 
land  is  situated 74 

Homestead. 

Generally. 

Bight  of  settler,  with  pending  applica- 
tion, who  dies  prior  to  the  disposition  of 
an  adverse  record  claim  descends  to  the 
heirs 300 

An  entry  made  by  one  who  is  not  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  has  not 
at  such  time  declared  his  intention  of  be- 
coming a  citizen,  is  not  void,  but  voidable, 
and  his  subsequent  declaration  of  inten- 
tion, made  prior  to  the  intervention  of 
an  adverse  claim,  cures  the  defect 124 

The  right  of  a  homesteader  to  perfect 
his  entry  is  not  defeated  by  the  prior 
occupancy  of  a  portion  of  the  land  by  one 
who  is  not  at  such  time  asserting  any 
claim  thereto  under  the  settlement  laws .    05 

The  right  of  entry  will  not  be  accorded 
to  an  applicant  who,  with  full  notice  of 
the  prior  equities  of  an  adverse  claimant, 
fraudulently  seeks  to  secure  title  through 
legal  technicalities 266 

Entry  made  with  knowledge  of  the 
prior  settlement  claim  and  improvements 
of  another,  and  with  intent  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  impoverished  condition 
of  such  claimant,  is  wanting  in  good  faith, 
and  will  be  canceled,  although  such  ad- 
verse claimant  may  have  failed  to  assert 
his  right  within  the  statutory  period 465 

Tho  rule  that  separate  settlement 
claims  can  not  be  maintained  by  husband 
and  wife  at  the  same  time  on  different 
tracts  will  not  defeat  equitable  action 
on  a  homestead  entry  made  by  a  single 
woman,  who,  prior  to  the  completion  of 
her  claim,  marries  a  man  having  an  un- 
perfected  homestead  entry,  if,  at  such 
time,  the  period  of  residence  under  his 
claim  authorized  the  submission  of  final 
proof  thereon 588 

In  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  home- 
steader leaving  a  widow  and  heirs,  where 
proof  is  made  on  behalf  of  the  heirs,  and 
it  apx)ears  that  the  widow  has  abandoned 
ber  rights,  the  patent  issues  to  the  heirs 
generally 426 

In  the  completion  of  a,  where  the  entry- 
man  and  his  widow  are  dead,  with  adult 
and  minor  children  surviving,  the  mode 
of  procedure  is  determined  by  section 
2291,  R.S..and  the  adult,  as  well  as  the 
minor  children,  will  take  thereunder 403 


If  the  evidence  shows  that  the  entry- 
man  died  without  havin^r  earned  the  land, 
and  that  there  are  no  beneficiaries  en- 
titled to  succeed  to  his  interest  the  entry 
should  be  canceled 446 

On  the  submission  of  proof  by  a  woman, 
claiming  as  the  widow  of  a  homesteader, 
the  validity  of  her  marriage  to  the  de 
cedent  will  not  be  questioned  by  the  De- 
partment,  at  the  instance  of  a  protestant, 
in  the  absence  of  proper  judicial  proceed- 
ings to  annul  the  said  marriage 363 

As  between  two  claimants,  each  assert- 
ing the  right  to  perfect  an  entry  as  the 
widow  of  a  deceased  homesteader,  the 
Department,  in  the  absence  of  a  Jndicisd 
determination  of  the  legal  status  of  the 
parties,  will  recognize  the  one  who  made 
her  home  on  the  land  with  theentrsrman, 
and  who  was  married  to  him  in  the  belief 
that  his  former  wife  was  not  then  living.  124 

In  the  case  of  a  wife  who  is  divorced  on 
account  of  a  crime  committed  by  him  that 
In  effect  dissolved  the  family  relation, 
her  status  may  be  regarded  as  that  of  a 
deserted  wife,  and  as  such,  entitled  to 
attack  the  homestead  entry  of  her  for- 
mer husband,  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
to  herself  and  children  the  land  on  which 
she  has  continued  to  reside 3S6 

An  Indian  who  has  abandoned  the  tribal 
relation  is  entitled  to  the  right  of 215 

Act  of  June  15, 1880. 

A  cash  entry  under  section  2,  act  of 
June  15. 1860.  made  by  a  homesteader  who 
has  previously  thereto  voluntarily  relin- 
quished the  original  entry,  is  a  nullity. . .    81 

A  cash  entry  allowed  on  the  aflldavit  of 
the  entryman*s  attorney  in  fact  will  not 
be  disturbed  where,  after  transfer  of  the 
land,  the  entryman  refuses  to  make  the 
personal  affidavit  required  by  the  regu- 
lations   469 

The  right  of  a  railroad  company  ac- 
quired by  definite  location  is  not  such  an 
intervening  adverse  claim  as  will  defeat 
the  right  of  purchase  conferred  by  said 
act 264 

Additional. 

The  right  to  make  an  additional  entry 
under  the  act  of  March  2. 1888,  can  not  be 
exercised  by  one  who  made  his  original 
entry  after  the  passage  of  said  act % 

Adjoining  Farm. 

Under  section  2280,  R.  S.,  may  he  prop- 
erly based  upon  the  equitable  ownership 
of  an  adjacent  tract 504 

The  right  to  make  an  adjoining  farm 
entry  under  section  2280,  R.  S.,  is  limited 
to  the  owner  of  an  original  farm  who  did 
not  acquire  title  thereto  through  the  pro- 
visions of  the  homestead  law 06 

Commuted. 

An  entry  made  after  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1881,  though  based  on  a 
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soldier  *s  declaratory  statement  filed  prior 
to  said  act,  can  not  be  commuted  wltiiont 
f  oorteen  months'  residence  and  caltira- 
tion  from  date  of  the  entry 488 

Under  the  act  of  June  3, 1896,  an  entry, 
suspended  on  account  of  havinfir  been 
made  prior  to  fourteen  months*  residence 
after  date  of  the  original  entry,  is  con- 
firmed, where  it  api)ears  that  the  entry- 
man  in  good  faith  actually  resided  six 
months  on  the  land  prior  to  commutation, 
and  no  adrerse  claim,  originating  prior 
to  final  proof,  exists 717 

The  requirement  of  fourteen  months* 
residence  after  entry,  as  a  prerequisite 
to  the  commutation  of  a,  made  after  the 
amendment  of  section  2301,  R.  8., must  be 
obeerred,  cYen  though  settlement  was 
made  prior  to  the  amendatory  act;  and 
an  entry  so  made  and  commuted  without 
such  compliance  with  law  can  not  be 
equitably  confirmed  for  the  benefit  of 
transferees  where  the  commutation  was 
made  before  the  expiration  of  fourteen 
months  from  date  of  settlement 194 

Soldiers. 

A  soldier's  declaratory  statement  re- 
ceived througn  the  mail  should  not  be 
allowed 388 

A  declaratory  statement  relinquished 
on  account  of  the  alleged  worthless  char- 
acter of  the  land  covered  thereby  will  be 
held  to  have  exhausted  the  homestead 
right  where  it  does  not  appear  that  due 
diligence  was  used  to  ascertain  the  char- 
acter of  the  land  covered  by  his  filing 18 

*  A  declaratory  statement  is  no  protec- 
tion to  a  prior  settlement,  but  is  in  itself 
the  initiation  of  a  right  to  make  home- 
stead entry 679 

Proof  of  settlement  on  the  land  by  the 
widow  will  not  be  required  under  an  en- 
try made  at  a  time  when  the  department- 
al regulations  recognized  cultivation  of 
the  land  as  substantial  compliance  with 
the  law,  if  proof  of  cultivation  is  duly 
furnished 351 

Made  in  good  faith  without  the  requi- 
site i)eriod  of  residence,  and  in  the  hands 
of  a  bona  fide  transferee,  may  be  equi- 
tably confirmed,  where  it  appears  that 
the  entryman  was  never  definitely  noti- 
fied as  to  the  true  chariicter  of  the  defect 
in  his  entry,  and  failed  to  secure  such  in- 
formation after  due  inquiry 589 

Soldier's  Additional. 

A  recertiflcation  of  a  right  may  be  al- 
lowed in  the  name  of  a  transferee  where 
the  original  certificate  has  been  canceled 
and  it  appears  to  have  been  held  at  such 
time  by  said  transferee,  who  was  entitled 
as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  to  the  benefit 
of  the  remedial  provisions  of  the  act  of 
August  18, 1894 699 

•  For  ''  material,"  in  sixth  line  from 


Indemnity. 

See  Railroad  Orant;  School  Land. 
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Indian. 

See  Cititeruhip. 

Who  has  abandoned  the  tribal  relation 
is  entitled  to  make  homestead  entry 215 

Indian  Liands. 

Sec  OMahoma  Lands:  States. 

Where  lands  and  the  improvements 
thereon  have  been  separately  appraised 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  act 
of  March  2, 1889,  and  the  Indian  has  ac- 
cepted such  appridsement,  and  been 
removed  from  the  land,  as  provided  in 
said  act,  there  is  no  authority  for  the  sale 
of  said  property  for  less  than  the  whole 
amoimt  of  the  appraisement,  even  though 
the  improvements  were  subsequently  de- 
stroyed      87 

The  laws  regulating  succession  under 
homestead  entries  are  not  applicable  to 
Umatilla  cash  entries.  The  rights  of  a  de- 
ceased entryman,  intestate,  in  the  latter 
case  descend  to  the  heirs,  and  are  subject 
to  administration  according  to  the  laws 
of  the  State  In  which  the  land  is  situa- 
ted   816 

The  administrator  of  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  purchaser  of  Umatilla  lands 
may  submit  final  proof  in  support  of  the 
purchase  made  by  the  decedent 315 

The  act  of  January  14, 1889,  did  not  con- 
template the  disposition  of  any  of  the  In- 
dian lands  opened  to  settlement  thereby 
except  in  the  manner  and  for  the  pur- 
poses therein  provided,  to  the  end  that  the 
money  arising  from  such  disposal  should 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  Indians  (Mille 
Lac) 888 

The  MlUo  Lac,  are  not  subject  to  dis- 
posal under  the  general  homestead  law, 
but  under  the  special  provisions  of  the 
act  of  January  14, 1889 499 

An  entry  of  Mille  Lac,  made  under  the 
general  land  laws,  and  prior  to  July  4, 
1884,  is  protected  under  the  proviso  to 
section  6,  act  of  January  14, 1889,  with  a 
view  to  its  final  disposition  under  the 
laws  in  force  at  the  time  of  its  allow- 
ance     600 

A  pre-emption  filing  for  Mille  Lac 
lands,  authorized  by  the  rulings  in  force 
at  the  time  of  its  allowance,  is  within  the 
spirit  and  intent  of  the  second  proviso  to 
section  6,  act  of  January  11,  1^,  and  is 
accordingly  protected  thereby,  if  sub- 
sisting at  the  date  of  said  act 578 

Under  a  filing  for  Mille  Lac  lands  pro- 
tected by  the  act  of  1889,  wherein  the 
right  to  make  Anal  proof  is  suspended  by 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  4, 1881, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  pre-emptor,  dur- 
ing such  period  of  suspension,  to  main- 
tain his  possessory  right  by  such  acts  as 

bottom  of  p.  679,  read  immaterial. 
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will  negatiTe  an  inference  of  abandon- 
ment, where  the  rights  of  an  intervening 

adverse  claimant  are  involved 678 

R^ful&tions  of  June  15,  IMW,  with  re- 
spect to  allotments,  and  the  effect 
thereof 709 

Instructions* 

See  Table*  of,  page  xxii. 

Judirment. 

See  Cancellation, 

Jurisdiction. 

Qe^  Practice  (snbtltle,  XoUce):  Rea  Judi- 
cata. 


Bent. 

Judicial  proceedings  by  the  Govern- 
ment on  the  bond  of  a  register  for  the  pur- 
pose of  requiring  him  to  account  for  an 
alleged  loss  of  final  proof  papers  will  not 
be  advised,  as  no  injury  to  the  Qtorem- 
ment  results  from  such  loss 183 

Order  of  June  18, 1896,  with  respect  to 
applications  filed  during  a  vacancy  in  the 
local  office 704 

Marriaire. 

See  Homestead. 

mineral  Land. 

See  Coal  Land:  Mining  Claim;  School 
Lands. 

nUnlnir  Clatm* 

The  discovery  of  mineral  is  a  prerequi- 
site to  the  location  of  a,  and  the  discovery 
must  be  made  on  land  open  to  explorar 
Hon,  not  claimed  or  located  by  any  other 
person 303 

An  applicant  for  mineral  patent  must 
at  the  time  of  application,  or  within  the 
period  of  publication,  file  a  certificate  of 
the  surveyor-general  showing  an  expendi- 
ture of  $500  on  the  claim,  and  if  the  cer- 
tificate, so  filed,  does  not  show  such 
expenditure,  additional  time  to  make  fur- 
ther improvements  can  not  be  granted, 
but  the  entry  allowed  on  such  proof 
must  be  canceled 252 

A  mineral  entry  can  not  be  allowed  if 
the  certificate  of  thesurveyor-general  as 
to  the  requisite  expenditure  on  the  claim 
is  not  filed  within  the  statutory  period..  889 

The  work  done  on  different  portions 
of  a  road  constructed  for  the  develop- 
ment of  several  claims  can  not  be  appor- 
tioned as  an  expenditure  upon  the  dif- 
ferent claims,  and  applied  to  a  claim  on 
which  no  portion  of  such  road  is  located. .  252 

In  the  absence  of  an  orgtinized  mining 
district,  the  record  of  a  mineral  location 
should  be  made  in  the  recorder's  office  of 
the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated . .    83 

The  official  survey  of  a,  must  be  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  recorded  notice  of 
location  as  of  record  at  the  time  of  the 
order  authorizing  the  survey 83 


The  notice  of  an  application  for  min- 
eral patent  will  be  held  sufficient  in  the 
matter  of  descriptive  information  therein 
that  complies  substantially  with  the  law 
and  regulations  in  force  at  the  time  such 
notice  is  given 675 

New  publication  of  notice  and  posting 
thereof  must  be  required  where  a  min- 
eral entry  embraces  land  that  was  ex- 
cluded from  the  claim  in  the  notice  on 
which  such  entry  was  allowed 711 

The  field  notes  of  the  survey  of  a, 
should  connect  the  claim  with  a  comer  of 
the  public  surveys,  and  in  the  absence  of 
such  connectian  an  amended  survey  and 
new  notice  of  appUcstian  wHl  be  re- 
quired    715 

A  location  on  unsurveyed  land,  con- 
nected by  course '^ and  distance  with  a 
mineral  monument,  requires,  on  applica- 
tion for  patent,  such  connection  to  be 
shown  in  the  published  notice 2&M 

The  notice  of  a  mineral  application,  as 
posted  and  published,  in  addition  to  other 
details,  should  state  the  names  of  the 
nearest  or  adjacent  claims,  and  where 
the  record  of  the  claim  may  be  found . . .  634 

The  field  notes  of  survey  and  applica- 
tion for  patent,  together  with  the  notice, 
should  correspondingly  disclose  with 
mathematical  accuracy  the  amount  of 
land  included  in  a,  and  the  acreage  of  the 
entry  be  determined  accordingly 711 

The  shaft  house  on  a  lode  claim  is  a 
proper  place  for  posting  a  notice  of  appli- 
cation for  mineral  patent 624 

A  claimant  who,  in  his  application,  tem- 
porarily excludes  part  of  his  claim  that 
is  in  confiict  with  an  adverse  agricultural 
daim,  does  not  thereby  absolutely  waive 
and  renounce  all  interest  in  the  tract  so 
excluded,  but  may  thereafter  assert  his 
right  thereto  by  way  of  protest  against 
the  final  proof  of  the  agricultural  claim- 
ant       8 

On  application  for  mineral  i>atent  the 
purchaser  may  exclude  land  covered  by 
an  adverse  clsim,  and  take  patent  for  the 
land  not  in  confiict,  without  waiving  his 
possessory  right  to  the  remainder 318 

A  proiwrly  authenticated  certificate  of 
incoifwration,  filed  by  a  corporation  that 
is  applying  for  a  mineral  patent,  is  suffi- 
cient proof  of  citizenship  under  the  stat- 
ute. It  is  not  within  the  province  of  the 
Land  Department  to  determine  whether 
such  a  corporation  is  authorized  under  its 
charter  to  take  patent  for  mineral  lands.    88 

A  claimant  who  asserts  an  interest  as 
against  the  final  proof  of  an  adverse  agri- 
cultural claimant,  and  asks  a  hearing 
thereon,  is  entitled  to  be  heard  on  appeal 
from  the  denial  of  his  i>etitl<Mi 8 

Where  a  mineral  applicant  Institutes 
adverse  judicial  proceedings  against  a 
subsequent  applicant,  whose  daim  in 
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part  InvolTea  the  same  land,  there  flhonld 
be  a  stay  of  action  until  final  disposition 

of  the  suit  at  law «29 

An  allegation  by  a  protestant  against  a 
mineral  application  that  the  location,  on 
which  said  application  rests,  is  void,  for 
the  reason  that  i  t  is  made  on  land  covered 
by  the  prior  location  of  the  protestaat, 
presents  an  issue  that  most  bo  determined 
by  adverse  Judicial  proceedings;  and,  on 
the  failure  of  the  protestant  to  so  protect 
his  interest,  the  Department  can  afford 
him  no  relief,  if  there  has  been  substan- 
tial oompliance  with  the  law,  in  the  mat- 
ter of  notice,  on  the  part  of  the  applicant .  024 

A  suit  landing  on  an  adverse  claim 
operates  to  oust  the  Department  of  all 
jurisdiction  over  the  matters  involved 
therein,  even  though  the  judicial  proceed- 
ings rest  on  a  claim  wherein  the  appli- 
cation for  patent  has  been  denied  by  the 

Department 527 

Where  co-owners  of  an  adverse  claim 
bring  separate  suits  in  their  indvidual 
names,  and  in  different  courts,  a  dismis- 
sal of  the  junior  proceeding  will  not  con- 
fer jurisdiction  upon  the  Department  to 
proceed  with  the  application  and  allow 

the  entry ^ 

The  obligation  of  an  adverse  claimant 
to  begin  judicial  proceedings  within  the 
statutory  period  is  not  suspended  by  fa- 
vorable action  taken  on  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  adverse  claim,  and  appeal  there- 
from   274 

A  declaration  in  ejectment  filed  in  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  by  an 
adverse  claimant,  within  the  statutory 
•  -periodL,  and  in  accordance  with  local  stat- 
utes, is  such  a  commencement  of  '*  pro- 
ceedings'' as  to  suspend  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department  under  section  2328,  R. 
B.,even  though  summons  on  said  decla- 
ration does  not  issue  within  said  iwriod . .    16 

A  mineral  entry  allowed  on  an  abstract 
showing  an  absolute  title  in  the  applicant, 
and  thereafter  susiwnded  on  account  of 
judicial  proceedings  apparently  affecting 
said  title,  may  pass  to  patent  on  the  ter- 
mination of  said  proceedings,  and  the  con- 
sequent confirmation  of  the  title  in  the 

applicant - ®77 

In  case  of  a  mineral  patent  based  upon 
an  erroneous  survey,  a  new  patent  can 
not  issue  without  a  proper  apphcation 
under  a  corrected  survey ;  and  if  the  pat- 
entee refuse  to  surrender  the  iiatent  so 
issued  by  mistake  and  reconvey  the  land 
embraced  therein,  suit  to  recover  title 
should  be  instituted  by  the  government.  101 

For  the  purpose  of  including  ground 
held  and  claimed  under  a  lode  location 
which  was  made  upon  public  land,  and 
valid  when  made,  the  end  line  of  the  sur- 
vey of  said  lode  claim  may  be  established 
within  th6  boundaries  of  a  patented 
placer 284 
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In  the  matter  of  a  protest  against  a 
mineral  application  in  which  the  General 
Land  Olfice  dismisses  the  protest,  but  in 
the  same  order  requires  of  the  mineral 
applicant  republication,  the  judgment,  if 
allowed  to  become  final,  is  equally  bind- 
ing upon  both  parties,  and*  should  be  so 
treated  on  a  subsequent  application  of 
the  mineral  claimant  for  equitable  re- 
lief  818 

The  pusohaser.  of  a,  after  .entry,  but 
prior  to  patent,  takes  the  land  subject  to 
all  the  infirmities  of  title^  so  far  as  the 
government  is  concerned 704 

Under  the  ™<«<Tig  law  a  discovery  of 
miaeral  on  each  twenty  acres  is  required 
in  the  case  of  a  placer  entry  by  an  asso- 
ciation   088 

The  fact  that  land  is  returned  as  min- 
eral does  not  obviate  the  necessity  of  a 
discovery  as  the  basis  of  a  placer  loca> 
tion 409 

In  the  location  of  a  placer,  on  surveyed 
land  it  is  not  necessary  to  mark  the 
boundaries  of  the  claim  on  the  ground ...  400 

A  patent  may  issue  for  a  lode  claim  em- 
braced in  a  prior  placer  intent  on  due 
showing  by  the  lode  claimant  that  he  has  , 
acquired  title  to  the  conflicting  placer 
ground,  and  that  the  lode  was  known  to 
exist  prior  to  the  application  for  the 
placer  patent...'. 718 

After  the  issuance  of  a  placer  patent 
the  Department  can  not  assume  that  a 
known  lode  existed  within  the  limits  of 
said  placer  at  the  date  of  the  application 
therefor,  merely  because  a  conflicting  . 
lode  location  antedates  the  location  of 
the  placer 817 

The  ruling  in  the  Juniata  Lode  case,  13 
L.  D.,  715,  whereby  the  Department,  to 
avoid  litigation,  consented  to  accept  a 
reconveyance  of  i)atented  placer  ground 
for  the  purpose  of  passing  title  to  the 
owner  of  a  known  lode  therein,  is  not  ap- 
plicable as  between  two  lode  claims 
where  the  applicant  for  relief,  with  due 
notice,  permits  the  jiatent  to  issue  with- 
out protest  

Under  the  flrst  clause  of  section  2887, 
R.  S.,  the  owner  of  a  patented  lode  may 
by  an  independent  application  secure  a 
mill  site,  if  good  faith  is  manifest,  the 
improvements  sulficient,  and  no  adverse 
claim  exists 496 

The  conflrmation  of  title  to,  under  the 
act  of  March  2, 1863,  is  determined,  as  to 
aci*eage,  by  the  actual  occupancy  of  lands 
necessary  to  the  proper  maintenance  of 
the  mission 886 

Notice. 

See  Pra4:tice, 
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Oklahoma  Lands. 

See  Totcn  Lot;  Townsite. 

On  a  chargre  that  an  entryman  entered 
the  Territory  in  advance  of  the  bonr  fixed 
therefor  it  ia  incnmbent  UT>on  the  con- 
testant to  show  snch  fact  by  a  clear  pre- 
ponderance of  the  testimony 47 

One  who  enters  the  Territory  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  business  (traveling 
salesman)  during  the  inhibited  period, 
and  does  not  seek  to  axxiuire  an  advan- 
tage thereby  over  other  applicants  for 
land,  and  in  fact  secures  no  such  advan- 
tage, is  not  disqualified 121 

The  i>eriod  of  inhibition  against  enter- 
ing upon  lands  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet 
dates  from  the  proclamation  of  the  Presi- 
dent announcing  the  time  when  said  lands 
would  be  open  to  settlement 310 

The  right  to  make  a  second  homestead 
entry  conferred  by  section  13,  act  of 
March  2, 1880,  does  not  extend  to  one  who 
purchased  the  land  covered  by  his  first 
entry  under  the  provisions  of  section  2, 
act  of  June  15, 1880 484 

The  non-townsite  aflidavit  required  in 
the  case  of  a  homestead  commuted  under 
section  21,  act  of  May  2, 1880,  is  a  proper 
regulation  in  the  execution  thereof;  and 
l!he  affidavit  thus  required  should  be  exe- 
cuted within  the  county  or  district  where 
the  land  is  situated 533 

A  refusal  \o  issue  a  booth  certificate  on 
account  of  a  statement  by  the  applicant 
that  he  has  been  ''  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet 
every  other  da^  to  procure  water  for  his 
own  use ''  is  not  Justified,  where  the  appli- 
cation is  otherwise  in  due  f  oim 613 

Entrance  within  the  Territory  during 
the  prohibited  period  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  procuring  water  for  domestic  use  does 
not  operate  as  a  disqualification  of  the 
settler 818 

Patent. 

See  Homestead  Mining  Claim. 

The  record  of  a  perfect,  duly  enrolled, 
divests  the  Department  of  all  jurisdiction 
over  the  land  covered  thereby 02 

The  inadvertent  sabetitution  of  an  ad- 
jacent tract  in  the  final  certificate  and, 
requires  no  action  for  the  protection  of 
the  government  except  the  cancellation 
of  that  part  of  the  original  entry  not  cov- 
ered by  the 483 

The  cancellation  of  a,  procured  on  scrip 
secured  through  fraudulent  power  of  at- 
torney and  relinquishment,  is  a  matter 
that  must  be  determined  as  between  the 
United  States  and  the  person  procuring 
such  patent  and  those  holding  there- 
under      42 

Payment. 

See  P}-eemption. 

To  the  register  of  the  purchase  price  of 
a  triict  of  land  is  unauthorized  by  law, 
and  on  the  failure  of  such  officer  to  turn 


over  such  money  to  the  receiver  or  ac- 
count for  the  aame  the  government  is 
not  chargeable  therewith 133 

No  provisions  of  law  exist  for  extending 
the  time  within  which  payment  may  be 
made  in  the  case  of  commuted  timber- 
culture  proof 810 

To  the  receiver  of  the  purchase  price  of 
a  tract  of  land  before  the  local  office  is 
ready  to  act  on  the  application  to  pur- 
chase, makes  the  receiver  the  agent  of 
the  applicant,  who  must  look  to  such  offi- 
cer for  the  return  of  the  purchase  money, 
if  the  application  is  rejected 3SS 

An  extension  of  time  for,  may  be 
granted  under  the  remedial  provisions 
of  the  act  of  July  26, 1804,  to  a  purchaser 
under  the  second  clause  of  section  3,  act 
of  September  20, 1800 518 

Pracllce. 

See  R  ulea  of,  cited  and  construed^  psge 

XXV. 

Generally. 

If  a  party  making  a  motion  to  dismiss 
an  appeal  desires  to  have  it  acted  upon 
independently  of  the  record,  he  must 
move  for  such  action  imder  the  rule  of 
January  17,  1801,  otherwise  the  Depart- 
ment will  act  on  the  presumption  that 
snch  party  is  satisfied  to  submit  his  case 
on  the  record  as  it  stands 19 

Where  the  local  office  sustains  a  motion 
to  dismiss  a  contest,  filed  by  a  defendant 
who  submits  no  t^timony,  and  such  ac- 
tion is  reversed  on  appeal,  the  case  should 
be  remanded  for  a  further  hearing  before 
the  local  office 187 

If  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  contest  for  the 
failure  of  the  contestant  to  pay  the  costs 
is  sustained,  and  the  contest  dismissed 
without  considering  the  testimony  and 
an  appeal  is  taken  from  such  action,  the 
case  should  be  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings by  the  local  office,  if  the  decision 
on  said  motion  is  found  erroneous 419 

Amendment. 

The  recognition  of  the  right  of ,  in  a  con- 
testant, as  against  the  right  of  a  third 
party  to  proceed  against  the  entry  under 
attack,  is  a  matter  that  the  contestee  is 
not  entitled  to  call  in  question,  where  he 
has  due  opportunity  to  prepare  for  trial.    28 

Appeal. 

Orders  of  January  29. 1806,  and  June  11, 
1806,  for  the  transmission  of  certain,  as 
*' current  business*' 120,675 

Taken  by  an  attorney  not  authorized  to 
practice  in  the  Land  Department,  will 
not  be  entertained 272 

Taken  by  an  attorney  who  has  not  l)een 
admitted  to  practice  before  the  Depart 
ment  will  be  di5?missed,  if.  after  due  notice 
to  him  and  to  the  appellant,  he  fails  to 
take  the  requisite  steps  to  secure  recog- 
nition   131 


INDEX. 


733 


Fagew 

Faflnre  to  serve  notice  of,  upon  the  op- 
posite party  can  not  be  excused  on  the 
plea  of  ignorance  of  the  law  and  rales  of 
practice 88 

Failnre  to,  within  the  proi>er  time,  in 
proceedings  aria&ig  before  a  townsite 
board,  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  ap- 
pellant to  be  heard  where  i  t  appears  that 
the  appeal  was  filed  within  the  time  ac- 
corded therefor  in  the  notice  given  of 
snch  right 54 

The  acceptance  of,  filed  out  of  time, 
and  consideration  thereof  with  other  ap- 
peals involving  the  same  land,  by  order- 
ing a  hearing  to  determine  the  rights  of 
all  parties,  cures  any  defect  therein,  in 
the  absence  of  objection  thereto  prior  to 
the  hearing  so  ordered 287 

From  a  decision  holding  an  entry  for 
cancellation  on  the  report  of  a  special 
agent,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  entry- 
man  to  apply  for  a  hearing,  will  be  taken 
as  an  admission  of  the  facts  as  found 
below,  on  which  final  Judgment  may  be 
properly  rendered  by  the  Department..  488 

A  notice  of,  from  a  decision  of  the  local 
office,  left  in  the  office  and  upon  the  desk 
of  the  appellee's  attorney,  may  be  re- 
garded as  sufficient,  if  the  fact  that  such 
notice  was  actually  received  by  said  at- 
torney is  apparent  from  the  record 67 

To  Justify  the  finality  as  to  the  facts, 
provided  for  under  Rule  48  of  Practice, 
the  findings  of  the  local  officers  must  be 
positive  and  unequivocal,  not  argument- 
ative or  presumptive 6 

The  finding  of  facts  by  the  lo6al  office 
should  not  be  held  final  under  Rule  48  of 
Practice  if  based  on  matters  not  properly 
at  issue  under  the  law 67 

Costs. 

See  Contest. 

In  a  contest  under  the  act  of  May  14, 
1860,  must  be  paid  by  the  contestant.  410,462 

A  contestant  who  attacks  a  timber-cul- 
ture entry  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a 
preferred  right  of  entry  must  pay  the, 
and  the  contestee  in  such  a  case  should 
not  be  required  to  pay  for  testimony  sub- 
mitted by  him  in  good  faith  as  a  part  of 
his  defense 812 

Under  a  contest  in  which  the  contestant 
asserts  no  right  to  the  land,  but  charges 
non-compliance  with  law,  and  otters  to 
•pay  the  cost«  of  the  proceedings,  the  costs 
should  ba  assessed  under  rule  54 218 

Should  be  taxed  in  accordance  with 
Rule  55  of  Practice  in  proceedings  under 
rule  to  fihow  cause  why  an  entry  should 
not  be  canceled. 118 

Continuance. 

The  discretion  of  the  local  officers  in 
acting  upon  a  motion  for,  will  not  be  in- 
terfered with  if  abuse  of  .such  discretion 
does  not  appear 882 
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Notice. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  one  who  files  an 
affidavit  of  contest  to  look  after  the,  issued 
thereon,  and  secure  due  service  thereof 
on  the  contestee 377 

In  computing  the  period  of,  given  by 
personal  service,  of  a  hearing  before  the 
local  office,  the  day  on  which  service  is 
made  should  be  excluded,  and  the  time 
counted  as  beginning  to  run  on  the  next 
succeeding  day G40 

Of  conttet  served  on  resident  defend- 
ants by  registered  mail  is  not  personal 
service  within  the  meaning  of  Rule  9  of 
Practice 223 

In  the  personal  service  of,  contest.  Rule 
9  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  does  not  require 
an  exhibition  of  the  original,  when  a  copy 
thereof  is  delivered  to  the  defendant 80 

Of  an  appeal  served  by  registered  let- 
ter on  the  **  land  commissioner  **  of  a  rail- 
road company  is  proper  service  on  said 
company 688 

Of  an  appeal  duly  served  on  a  general 
land  agent  of  a  railroad  oom]>any  is  suffi- 
cient service  on  said  com]>any 184 

Should  be  i>er8onally  served  on  the  en- 
trjrman  in  the  case  of  a  hearing  ordered 
on  the  application  of  an  adverse  claim- 
ant  486 

An  afflddivit  as  the  basis  of  an  order  for 
publication  may  be  made  by  anyone  pos- 
sMstng  the  requisite  information 566 

Failure  to  show  diligence  in  attempting 
to  secure  personal  service,  prior  to  secur- 
ing an  order  of  publication,  can  not  be 
set  up  on  behalf  of  a  non-resident  trans- 
feree  701 

An  allegation  as  the  basis  of  an  order  of 
publication  that  inquiry  for  the  defend- 
ant has  been  made  in  the  locality  of  the 
daim,  and  at  his  "last  known  address,** 
may  be  accepted  as  sufficient  in  that  re- 
spect, though  that  address  is  not  the  one 
shown  by  the  record,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  place  of  publication  and  hearing 
is  at  said  record  address  and  no  appear- 
ance is  made  in  response  to  the  notice 566 

A  transferee  who  falls  to  file  in  the 
local  office  evidence  of  his  interest  is  not 
entitled  to,  of  proceedings  against  the 
entry  under  which  he  holds 701 

An  acceptance  of  service  of  a  decision 
and  of  the  "further  right  of  appeal," 
signed  by  an  attorney  of  record,  is  con- 
clusive as  to  the  service  and  a  waiver  of 
the  right  of  such  attorney  or  his  client  to 
receive  a  copy  of  the  decision  in  ques- 
tion      23 

Objection  to  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  local 
office,  on  the  ground  that  the,  was  not 
properly  served,  is  not  waived  by  pro- 
ceeding to  trial  after  a  motion  to  set  aside 
the  service  is  overruled  and  exception 
taken 223 
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Rehearing.  ^h*- 

In  case  of  a,  ordered  by  the  Depart- 
ment the  eyidence  should  be  oonflaed  to 
the  issno  as  defined  in  the  departmental 
order 382 

Will  not  be  granted  to  gire  a  party  an 
opportunity  to  impeach  or  discredit  the 
witnesses  of  the  opi>osite  party,  espe- 
cially where  it  is  not  even  alleged  that 
the  evidence  thus  sought  to  be  introduced 
is  newly  discorered 530 

Review. 

An  allegation  of  amicable  adjustment 
prior  to  judgment,  made  on  motion  for, 
may  be  proi)erly  treated  as  the  basis  for 
further  inquiry  and  decision  in  accord- 
ance therewith 148 

After  the  denial  of  motion  for,  the  De- 
partment will  not  reopen  the  case  for 
further  investigation  except  upon  such  a 
showing  as  would  warrant  a  court  of 
equity  in  granting  relief  against  the 
Judgment  of  a  court  of  law 671 

A  final  decision  of  the  General  Land 
Office  should  not  be  reopened  by  the  Com- 
missioner in  an  ex  parte  proceeding,  and 
the  judgment  therein  modified  without 
prior  notice  to  the  adverse  party  in  inter- 
est; but  if  such  action  is  thus  taken  and 
the  party  adversely  affected  thereby  is 
then  notified  of  his  right  of  apjieal  there- 
from, such  notice  should  be  treated  as  a 
rule  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment,  as 
modified,  should  not  stand,  and  his  appeal 
as  the  answer  thereto 600 

The  Commissioner  may  review  and  re- 
voke a  decision  of  his  office  that  Is  not 
final  on  the  merits  and  from  which  no 
appeal  will  lie IfiO 

Preemption. 

See  Filing. 

A  contest  between  two  claimants  hav- 
ing been  decided,  and  the  right  of  one  of 
the  parties  to  perfect  his  claim,  by  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  price  within  a 
specified  period,  having  been  reoogniied, 
his  failure  to  make  such  payment  within 
said  time  will  not  subject  his  claim  to 
an  intervening  adverse  right  where  the 
delay  is  satisfactorily  explained  and  it 
appears  that  he  tendered  payment  with 
his  original  submiadon  of  final  proof 29 

The  administrator  of  a  deceased  settler 
who  dies  prior  to  the  survey  of  the  land 
settled  upon  is  authorized,  after  survey, 
to  file  a  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment for  such  land  and  pcicfect  title 
thereto 258 

Price  of  Liand. 

See  Putdic  Laud;  Repayment. 

Private  Claim. 

The  instructions  for  the  survey  of  a 
confirmed,  must  follow  in  terms  the  de- 
cree of  confirmation.  The  Department 
may  determine  on  appeal  whether  such 


instructions  are  in  conformity  with  the 
decree,  but  it  can  not  review  the  action 
of  the  court  in  the  matter  of  fixing  the 
boundaries  of  said  claim 106 

Having  been  confirmed  in  its  entirety 
by  Judicial  proceedings  under  the  act  of 
June  23, 1860,  and  the  acts  amendatory 
thereof,  and  a  decree  entered  that  the 
claimant  should  have  patent  for  a  speci- 
fied number  of  acres,  found  by  the  court 
to  have  been  unsold  by  the  government, 
and  scrip  for  the  remainder,  and  it  ap- 
pearing that  a  part  of  the  lands  so  con- 
firmed in  place  had  in  fact  been  disposed 
of  by  the  government  prior  to  said  de- 
cree, additional  scrip  may  issue  to  cover 
said  deficit,  in  accordance  with  the  intent 
of  section  6  of  said  act  and  the  manifest 
purpose  of  the  court 300 

Circular  of  March  25, 1896,  with  respect 
to  proof  under  ''  small  holdings  '* 523 

Circular  of  May  1.1896.  with  respect  to 
proofs  under  ' '  small^holdings  "^ 3S3 

Private  Entry. 

'See  TVnrt*  Lot. 

The  repeal  of  the  general  right  of,  by 
the  act  of  March  2, 1889.  does  not  operate 
to  restrict  rights  covered  by  special 
act 558.657 

Protest. 

The  corroboration  of  a.  is  not  a  pre- 
requisite to  its  recognition  as  a  proper 
basis  for  inquiry  where  the  facts  as 
charged,  if  true,  are  a  matter  of  record  of 
which  Judicial  notice  must  be  taken  by 
the  officers  of  the  Land  Department 345 

Filed  by  a  State  against  the  allowance 
of  an  entry  should  be  corroborated,  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
RuleSof  Practice 629 

Protestant* 

Against  pre-emption  final  proof  ac- 
quires no  preferred  right  of  entry  in  the 
event  of  the  cancellation  of  the  declara- 
tory statement 188 

Public  Land. 

Odd-numbered  sections  within  the  pri- 
mary limits  of  a  railroad  grant,  but  ex- 
cepted from  the  operation  thereof,  must 
be  held  at  double  minimum  where  such 
grant  requires  the  alternate  reserved 
sections  to  be  sold  at  said  price 673 

RaiiroadI  Orant. 

See  Raitroad  Landa;  Waijon  Road. 

Generally. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  charged 
with  the  adjustment  of  railroad  grants, 
and  should  withhold  from  other  disposi- 
tion lands  granted  for  such  purpose,  even 
though  the  grantee  may  fail  to  appeal 
from  an  erroneous  adverse  dedsion  of  the 
General  Land  Office 515 
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The  relinquishment  by  a  railroad  com- 
Vbhj  of  a  tract  falling  within  the  terms 
of  its  grant  can  not  be  accepted,  if  prior 
thereto  the  com]>any  has  i>arted  with  its 
title  to  said  land 884 

An  applicant  for  a  tract  of  land  falling 
within  the  limits  of  a,  as  adjusted  on  the 
map  of  deflnito  location,  can  not  be  heard 
to  allege  that  the  land  is  in  fact  outside 
the  limits  of  the  grant  as  shown  by  actual 
measurement  from  the  line  of  road  as  con- 
structed  642 

The  limits  of  a,  as  shown  on  a  diagram 
recognized  for  a  long  term  of  years  by  the 
Cteneral  Land  Office,  and  upon  which  the 
grant  has  been  practically  adjusted,  will 
not  be  disturbed 227 

The  right  of  a  railroad  company  to  a 
specific  tract  of  land  should  not  be  deter- 
mined by  an  adverse  ex  parte  showing, 
and  the  testimony  taken  in  another  and 
independent  case  involving  a  different 
tract  of  land 682 

In  the  partition  of  lands  within  the  over- 
lax>ping  limits  of  the  grants  to  the  Union 
Pacific  B.  R.  Co.  and  the  Kansas  Pacific 
Bwy.  Co.,  the  companies  alone  were  par- 
ties thereto,  and  each  must  look  to  its 
grant  within  said  limits  as  the  source  of 
its  title,  and  not  to  the  award  under  said 
partition 291 

The  decisions  of  the  De];>artment  hold- 
ing that  lands  within  the  15-mile  indem- 
nity limits  of  the  grant  made  June  8, 1856, 
to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Bayfield 
branch  of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minne- 
apolis and  Omaha  Bailroad,  and  also 
within  the  10>mile  granted  limits  of  the 
Wisconsin  Central,  under  the  act  of  May 
5,  1864,  are  excepted  from  the  operation 
of  the  latter  grant  hy  reason  of  the  with- 
drawal for  the  benefit  of  the  former,  are 
reversed  by  the  ruling  of  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  the 
Wisconsin  Central  v.  Forsytho  (159  U.  S., 
46),  and  lands  in  such  status  must  now  be 
held  to  have  passed  under  the  latter 
grant,  if  free  from  other  claims  or 
rights 33,78 

Lands  Excepted. 

Land  embraced  at  the  date  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  grant  in  an  Indian 
reservation  created  by  treaty  is  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  though 
at  definite  location  such  land  has  been 
relieved  from  the  reservation  subject 
only  to  the  right  of  Indian  occupancy; 
and  the  provisions  in  section  2  of  said 
grant  with  respect  to  the  extinction  of 
Indian  title  ore  not  applicable  to  land 
that  acquires  the  status  of  Indian  coun- 
try after  the  date  of  the  grant,  but  is 
included  in  a  technical  reservation  prior 
thereto 568 

Under  the  terms  of  the  grant  of  July 
25, 1866,  wherein  lands  '*  pre-empted  *^  are 


I 


Page, 
excepted  therefrom,  a  tract  covered  .by 
a  valid  subsisting  pre-emption  filing  at 
date  of  definite  location  :b  taken  out  of 
the  operation  of  said  grant 254 

The  occupancy  of  a  tract  by  a  qualified 
pre-emptor  at  the  date  of  definite  location 
excepts  the  land  from  the  operation  of 
the  grant;  and  the  fact  that  the  subse- 
quent filing  of  the  pre-emptor  did  not  in- 
clude said  tract  can  not  be  taken  as  proof 
that  he  had  abandoned  his  claim  thereto 
at  the  time  the  grant  became  operative . .    flB 

Land  embraced  within  the  settlement 
claim  of  a  qualified  pre-emptor  at  date  of 
definite  location  is  excepted  from  the 
grant,  even  though  such  claim  is  never 
asserted  by  a  filing  or  entry 208 

Besidenoe  on  land,  in  reliance  on  the 
comi>any*s  title,  can  not  be  held  as  con- 
ferring  any  right  as  against  the  com- 
pany 148 

When  settlement  and  occupancy  alone, 
at  the  time  rights  under  a  railroad  grant 
attach,  are  relied  uiK>n  to  except  the  land 
from  such  grant,  it  must  affirmatively 
appear  that  the  party  in  possession  had 
the  right,  at  that  time,  to  assert  a  claim 
to  the  land  in  question  under  the  settle- 
ment laws 609 

A  claim  that  land  is  excepted  from  the 
grant  to  the  Central  Pacific  on  account 
of  adverse  occupancy  can  not  be  recog- 
nized, if  it  does  not  appear  that  residence 
was  established  prior  to  the  time  when 
the  grant  became  effective 406 

A  donation  claim,  void  on  its  face,  does 
not  except  the  land  covered  thereby 
from  the  operation  of  a 348 

Land  embraced  within  a  notification  of 
a  donation  claim,  at  the  time  when  a  rail- 
road grant  becomes  effective,  is  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  said  grant, 
though  claims  of  such  character  are  not 
specifically  named  In  the  excepting  clause 
of  the  grant 808 

A  school  indemnity  selection  made 
prior  to  statutory  authority  therefor 
does  not  reserve  the  land  covered  there- 
by^from  the  operation  of  a  railroad  grant.  515 

Lands  forming  a  part  of  the  bed  of  the 
Missouri  Biver  at  the  date  of  the  grant, 
and  covered  by  the  waters  of  the  main 
channel  of  said  stream  at  such  time,  were 
not  public  lands  subject  to  the  operation 
of  saids^rant 341 

Indemnity. 

The  Northern  Pacific  company  is  enti- 
tled to  indemnity  for  lands  excepted 
from  its  grant  on  account  of  a  prior  grant 
to  another  company 606 

The  right  '^f  a  railroad  company  to  take 
a  tract  of  land  as  indemnity  must  be  de- 
termined by  the  status  of  such  tract  at  the 
date  of  the  application  to  select  the 
same 
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The  Atatas  of  indemnity  lands  at  the 
date  of  aelection,  not  definite  location  of 
the  road,  determines  the  right  of  the  com- 
pany thereto  273 

An  indemnity  selection  of  lands  em- 
braced at  such  time  within  a  reservation 
for  a  reaerrolr  site  is  inoperative,  and 
the  snbseqnent  release  of  said  lands  from 
such  reservation  will  not  innre  to  the 
benefit  of  the  prior  selection 617 

Liands  occupied  and  cultivated  by  qual- 
ified settlers,  entitled  to  make  entry 
thereof,  are  not  subject  to  indemnity 
selection,  and  the  recognition  of  such 
right  of  entry,  though  irregular,  may  be 
permitted  to  stand 257 

An  indemnity  selection  will  not  be  held 
Invalid  on  account  of  the  basis  including 
a  fractional  tract  that  is  in  fact  not  lost 
under  tho  grant,  if  it  appears  that  the 
designation  of  loss,  without  including 
said  tract,  ii  sufficient  to  support  the 
selection 373 

An  indemnity  selection  of  land  occu- 
pied by  one  who  at  such  time  had  ex- 
hausted his  rights  under  the  settlement 
laws  is  not  defeated  by  the  subsequent 
qualification  of  the  occupant  to  make  a 
second  hcnnestead  entry  under  the  act  of 
March2, 1889 99 

The  improvement  of  land,  with  the 
view  to  taking  the  same  under  the  tim- 
ber-culture law,  confers  no  right  thereto 
that  will  bar  indemnity  selection  thereof.  602 

An  applicant  for  land  within  railroad 
Indemnity  limits  whose  application  is 
wrongfully  rejected,  and  who  fails  to  ap- 
peal from  such  action,  but  remains  in  the 
possession  and  occupancy  of  the  land,  is 
protected  thereby  as  against  a  selection 
on  behalf  of  the  company  made  after  the 
acquisition  of  the  applicant's  settlement 
right 61 

The  designation  of  a  tract  as  the  basis 
of  an  indemnity  selection,  at  the  time 
that  the  right  to  said  tract  is  in  dispute 
between  the  company  and  a  homesteader, 
must  be  construed  as  a  waiver  of  the 
company's  claim  in  favor  of  the  entry- 
man 688 

In  ca»e  of  a  contract  of  purchase  made 
with  a  railroad  company,  involving  a 
specific  tract  within  the  indemnitv  limits 
of  the  grant,  the  subsequent  selection 
of  such  tract  by  the  comi>any  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  made  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  purchaser  148 

The  departmental  order  of  May  28, 1888, 
waiving  the  specification  of  losses  did 
not  contemplate  selections  of  lands  sub- 
ject to  settlement  at  such  time 57 

Indemnity  selections  made  under  the 
dei)artmental  order  waiving  specification 
of  loss  are  valid,  and  while  of  record  a 
bar  to  the  allowance  of  adverse  claims. 
A  list  In  bulk  of  lost  lands  filed  thereafter 


in  support  of  such  selections  does  not  in- 
validate the  same,  nor  can  a  subsequent 
rearrangement  of  said  list,  tract  for  tract, 
to  correspond  with  the  selections,  be  re- 
garded as  an  abandonment  of  the  com- 
pany's right  under  its  original  action ....  135 

A  list  of  indemnity  selections  filed  by 
the  Northern  Pacific  company  without 
designating  the  bases  therefor,  prior  to 
the  order  of  May  28,  1888,  excepting  said 
company  from  the  general  terms  of  the 
circular  of  1879  requiring  such  designa- 
tion, is  protected  by  said  order  of  1888,  in 
the  absence  of  any  intervening  daim,  and 
is  not  invalidated  by  the  circular  order 

of  August  4, 1885 e06 

The  order  of  May  28, 1888,  waiving  speci- 
fication of  loss  in  support  of  indemnity 
selections,  was  made  at  a  time  when  the 
indemnity  withdrawals  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Northern  Pacific  were  held  valid,  and 
that  fact  must  be  ccmsidered  and  given 
effect  in  determining  the  scope  and  pur- 
pose of  said  order,  although  such  with- 
drawals are  now  held  invalid 300 

A  list  of  Indemnity  selections  resting 
on  a  designation  of  losses  in  bulk  will  not 
be  regarded  as  a  bar  to  the  disposition  of 
the  lands  so  selected;  nor  will  a  subse- 
quent specific  designation  of  losses  vali- 
date such  list  if  the  company  is  not  en- 
titled to  make  said  selections  on  the  losses 
BO  assigned 610 

Indenmity  selections  accompanied  by 
designation  of  loss  in  bulk,  made  prior  to 
the  s];)ecifio  departmental  requirement 
that  lost  lands  should  be  arranged  tract 
for  tract  with  the  lands  selected,  operate 
to  protect  the  right  of  the  company  as 
against  subsequent  applications  to  enter, 
made  prior  to  said  requirement,  and  the 
rearrangement  of  losses  in  accordance 
therewith 

A  list  of  indemnity  selections  rejected 
by  the  local  office  on  account  of  the  com- 
pany's failure  to  designate  looses  in  lieu 
of  selections  made  prior  to  the  circular  of 
August  i,  1885,  does  not  operate  to  re- 
serve the  lands  included  therein  from 
homestead  entry 

A  list  of  indenmity  selections  in  which 
no  losses  are  designated  as  bases  for  the 
selections  is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  ad- 
verse appropriation  of  the  lands  em- 
braced therein ;  and  a  list  of  such  charac> 
ter  can  not  be  perfected  by  the  specifica- 
tion of  losses  after  the  int^'vention  of 
adverse  claims 

The  failure  of  a  ndlroad  company  to 
revise  a  list  of  indemnity  selections  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  order  in  t|ie  La  Bar 
case  relieves  the  lands  embraced  therein 
from  the  effect  of  prior  selection 482 

The  fact  that  there  is  a  deficiency  in  a, 
does  not  relieve  the  company  from  the 
necessity  of  specifying  losses  in  support 
of  indenmity  selections 496- 
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♦Withdrawal. 

There^is  no  authority  under  the  grant 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  for  a,  on  a  second 
or  amended  map  of  general  route  636 

An  entry  allowed  at  a  time  when  the 
land  ia  embraced  within  a,  on  general 
route  is  not  void,  but  voidable,  and.  If 
subsequently,  on  the  readjustment  of  the 
grant  in  conformity  with  the  constructed 
line  of  road  the  land  falls  within  the  in 
demnity  limits  the  entry  may  stand  with 
a  view  to  equitable  action  thereon 213 

By  the  establishment  of  the  western 
terminus  of  the  main  line  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  at  Tacoma  lands  north  ot  such  ter- 
minal line  are  released  from  the  effect  of 
the  prior,  thereof  on  general  route 636 

The  amended  map  of  the  general  route 
of  its  branch  line,  filed  by  the  company 
in  1876,  was  an  abandonment  of  its  previ- 
ous general  route  of  said  line,  as  shown 
by  the  map  of  1873.  and  a  relinquishment 
of  all  rights  under  the,  in  accordance 
therewith 637 

Act  of  June  22, 1874. 

The  rights  of  all  persons  who  were  actu- 
ally settlers  at  the  date  of  the  joint  reso- 
lution of  1870  were  protected;  and  itac 
cordingly  follows  that  lands  occupying 
such  status  do  not  afford  a  basis  for  in- 
demnity selections  under  the,  as  the  com 
pany  had  no  title  thereto 186 

A  decision  of  the  General  Land  Office 
that  on  relinquishment  a  railroad  com> 
pany  will  be  entitled  to  select  indemnity 
under  said  act,  does  not  preclude  depart- 
mental consideration  as  to  the  right  of 
the  company  to  thus  relinquish,  when  the 
selections  come  before  the  Department 
for  approval 186 

The  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  R.  R.  Co..  by 
accepting  the  provisions  of  section  7,  act 
of  September  29. 1800.  and  executing  the 
relinquishment  required  thereunder,  did 
not  by  such  action  forfeit  its  right  to 
indemnity  for  lands  relinquished  prior 
thereto  under  the 560 

The  relinquishment  of  the  Gulf  and 
Ship  Island  company  executed  under  sec- 
tion 7,  act  of  September  29, 1890,  covered 
earned  lands  of  the  company  not  included 
in  the  relinquishment  of  1884,  on  which 
filings  anr:l  c:itries  had  been  allowed  after 
said  relinquishment;  and  for  the  lands  so 
relinqui.sbed  under  the  act  of  1890  the 
company  is  entitled  to  select  other  lands 
in  lieu  thereof  from  the  odd  or  even  sec- 
tions within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the 
road  actually  constructed 560 

For  the  lands  relinquished  under  the 
act  of  1874  the  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  com- 
pany is  entitled  to  select  lieu  lands  from 
the  odd  or  even  sections  any  where  within 
the  primary  or  indemnity  limits  of  the 
nnforfeited  portion  of  the  grant 560 

10332— VOL  22 47 


Pageu 

Act  of  April  21, 1876. 

The  confirmatory  operation  of  section 

1.  is  not  defeated  by  an  order  of  cancella- 
tion that  becomes  final  for  want  of  appeal 
prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  nor  by 
the  notation  of  said  order  on  the  records 
after  the  passage  thereof 224 

The  ruling  announced  in  the  case  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  R  R  Co.,  20  L.  D.,  191, 
modified 224 

The  exercise  of  the  right  of  purchase 
conferred  by  section  2,  act  of  June  15, 
1880,  is  a  compliance  with  law  that  brings 
the  homestead  entry  within  the  intent 
and  meaning  of  section  1 264 

A  homestead  entry  made  prior  to  re- 
ceipt of  notice  of  withdrawal  on  general 
route,  and  canceled  prior  to  definite  loca- 
tion for  failure  to  submit  final  proof 
within  the  statutory  period,  but  subse- 
quently i>erf  ected  under  section  2,  act  of 
June  15, 1880,  is  within  the  confirmatory 
provisions  of  section  1  284 

The  confirmatory  provisions  of  section 

2,  are  not  limited  to  entries  made  prior 
to  the  i>assage  of  said  act,  but  are  equally 
applicable  to  entries  made  thereafter  —  686 

Railroad  liands. 

Generally. 

Instructions  of  January  13,  1806,  as  to 
the  disposition  of  lands  within  the  over- 
lap of  the  grants  of  1864  and  1870  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  and  covered  by  the  for- 
feiture act  of  1990 14 

An  entry  made  in  pursuance  of  section 
1,  act  of  October  1, 1890,  is  not  invalidated 
by  an  agreement  to  convey  the  land  cov- 
ered thereby,  made  prior  to  the  consum- 
mation of  the  transfer  authorized  by  said 
act 375 

The  confirmation  of  a  cash  entry,  as  pro- 
vided for  in  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  is  not 
defeated  by  the  occupancy  of  a  preemp- 
tion  claimant  who  was  an  alien  at  date  of 
settlement,  and  did  not  declare  his  inten- 
tion to  become  a  citizen  until  after  May 
1,1888  360 

Act  of  March  8, 1887. 

Under  a  pre-emption  claim  for  laud 
open  to  settlement  at  date  of  filing,  on 
which  the  final  proof  is  accepted  as  to 
part  of  the  land  and  i>atent  issued  there- 
for, but  rejected  as  to  the  remainder,  and 
the  filing  to  such  extent  erroneously 
canceled,  the  provisions  of  section  3, 
authorize  the  recognition  of  his  claim 
in  its  entirety  as  against  a  subsequent 
indemnity  .'selection 429 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  5, 
is  not  repealed  by  the  act  of  March  2, 1889.  558 

The  provisions  of  section  5,  were  in- 
tended to  protect  those  who  had  pur- 
chased lands  under  a  belief  that  the  title 
under  the  railroad  grant  was  good,  and 
are  alike  applicable  to  lands  within  the 
primary  and  indemnity  limits 587 
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The  purchase  by  a  corporation  of,  to 
which  the  title  fails  brings  such  corpora- 
tion within  the  remedial  provisions  of 
sections 587 

The  right  of  one  holding  under  a  con- 
tract of  purchase  from  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  perfect  title  under  section  5,  is 
not  affected  by  the  fact  that  said  contract 
is  neither  acknowledged  nor  recorded; 
nor  can  the  subsequent  purchase  of  a  tax 
title  to  said  land  by  the  applicant  be  re- 
garded as  such  an  abandonment  of  his 
contract  as  would  defeat  his  right  of  pur- 
chase under  said  act 216 

In  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  perfect 
title  under  section  5,  it  is  not  material 
whether  the  purchase  from  the  company 
was  made  before  or  after  the  passage  of 
said  act,  if  made  m  good  faith,  believing 
the  title  to  be  good,  and  before  the  land 
purchased  was  held  to  be  excepted  from 
the  grant 238,649 

Lands  within  the  common  granted  lim- 
its of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis 
and  Omaha  Railway  and  Wisconsin  Cen- 
tral Railroad  restored  to  the  public  do- 
main on  the  adjustment  of  the  former 
grant,  and  under  the  ruling  then  fol- 
lowed that  said  lands  were  excepted  from 
the  latter  grant  by  the  indemnity  with- 
drawal on  behalf  of  the  Omaha  company, 
and  sold  as  a  part  of  the  grant  to  said 
company  prior  to  said  adjustment,  may  be 
purchased  from  the  government  under 
section  5,  the  right  of  the  Central  com- 
pany having  been  forfeited  by  the  act  of 
September  29, 1890 558 

The  erroneous  denial  of  an  asserted 
right  of  purchase  under  section  5,  and  rec- 
ognition of  intervening  adverse  claima, 
will  not  preclude  subsequent  supervisory 
action  on  behalf  of  the  applicant  if  the 
lands  involved  are  yet  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Department 459 

The  right  of  one  who  purchases  land 
from  a  railroad  company  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the,  to  perfect  title  under  sec- 
tion 5  of  said  act,  is  superior  to  the  settle- 
ment right  of  another  acquired  after  the 
passage  of  said  act 32 

The  second  proviso  in  section  5,  applies 
only  to  lands  which  at  the  date  of  the  act 
had  been  settled  upon  after  December  1, 
1882,  by  persons  claiming  in  good  faith,  In 
ignorance  of  the  rights  or  equities  of 
others 687 

A  settlement  right  acquired  after  De- 
cember 1, 1882,  and  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the,  defeats  the  right  of  purchase  under 
sections 93 

A  settlement  claim  acquired  with  full 
knowledge  of  an  adverse  right,  asserted 
under  a  purchase  from  a  railroad  com- 
pany, will  not  defeat  the  right  of  purchase 
under  section  5 549,682 
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The  right  of  purchase  under  section  a. 
is  not  defeated  by  an  adverse  settlement 
made  after  the  passage  of 558 

Right  of  purchase  under  section  5, 
should  not  be  passed  upon  in  the  absence 
of  an  application 689 

Act  of  September  29,  1890. 

The  preferred  right  to  make  a  home- 
stead entry  of  forfeited,  is  conferred  by 
section  2,  upon  settlers  in  good  faith  on 
such  lands  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of 
said  act 392 

Circular  instructions  under  the  act  of 
January  23, 1896,  amending  sections 204 

By  the  terms  of  the  amendatory  act  of 
January  23,  1896,  the  right  of  purchase 
under  secti<m  3,  conferred  upon  persons 
who  settled  with  intent  to  buy  from  the 
company,  is  not  defeated  by  the  non-con 
tiguity  of  the  tracts  applied  for 290 

Under  the  amendatory  act  of  January 
28, 1896,  residence  is  not  required  to  be 
shown  in  support  of  an  application  to 
purchase  under  section  3,  if  the  land  has 
been  cultivated  and  otherwise  improved.  388 

Lands  contiguous  to  a  homestead  entry 
are  not  subject  to  pnrciiase  by  the  home- 
steader as  a  settler,  as  he  is  not  entitled 
to  claim  settlement  at  the  same  time  un- 
der both  the  homestead  law  and  said  act .    60 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  8, 
can  not  be  exercised  if  not  asserted  with 
In  the  statutory  period 127 

The  right  of  purchase  granted  by  sec- 
tion 3,  to  persons  who  settled  with  the 
intent  to  purchase  from  the  company,  is 
a  personal  right,  and  not  transferable . . .  2S 

The  possession  of  land  lying  within  the 
overlapping  limits  of  The  Dalles  Military 
Wagon  Road  Company  and  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  covered 
by  the  forfeiture  act,  acquired  with  a 
view  to  purchasing  said  land  from  the 
wagon  rcMid  company,  does  not  entitle  the 
holder  to  perfect  title  thereto  under  the 
second  clause  of  sections 442 

One  claiming  the  status  of  a  licensee  on, 
by  virtue  of  settlement  thereon  under 
circular  invitation  of  the  company,  must 
show  that  he  has  made  application  to  the 
company  for  the  right  of  occupancy  or 
purchase 117 

An  application  for  the  right  of  purchase 
on  behalf  of  a  partnership  firm,  made  in 
accordance  with  the  circular  notice  of  a 
railroad  company,  may  be  properly  the 
subject  of  assignment  to  one  of  the  mem- 
bers of  said  firm,  through  agreement  of 
the  parties,  and  thus  confer  upon  such 
assijrnee  the  status  of  a  licensee  entitled 
to  invoke  the  provisions  of  section  3 138 

Neither  the  circular  issued  by  the  com- 
I>any  inviting  settlement,  nor  the  appli- 
cation of  the  settler  thereunder,  taken 
alone,  constitutes  a  license;  but  the  two, 
when  taken  together,  establish  the  right 
of  the  settler  as  a  licensee 289 
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The  records  of  the  Department  disclose 
the  fact  that  the  Southern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  issued  a  circular  inviting 
settlement  upon  its  lands,  and  judicial 
notice  of  such  fact  may  be  taken  in  the 
disposition  of  ca.seH  involving  the  rights 
of  alleged  licensees  thereunder 229 

The  right  of  purchase  accorded  a  licen- 
see by  sections,  is  transferable  and  inher- 
itable, and  may  be  exercised  on  behalf  of 
the  heirs  of  a  licensee 229 

The  tenant  of  a  licensee  has  no  right  as 
a  settler  that  can  be  set  up  to  defeat  the 
ixmsession  of  the  licensee 229 

The  right  of  purchase  conferred  by  sec- 
tion 3,  is  in  contemplation  of  law  a  pre- 
emption right 131 

Record* 

Parol  evidence  may  be  accepted  to 
show  facts  that  should  have  appeared  of, 
but  were  omitted  therefrom  by  the  local 
office 630 

Kelteiiringr* 

See  Practice. 

Relinquishment* 

A  contestant  is  not  entitled  to  the  ben- 
efit of  a,  filed  during  the  pendency  of 
charges  of  such  character,  and  so  pre- 
sented that  it  must  be  held  that  it  was 
not  the  result  of  the  contest 71 

Of  part  of  an  entry  relieves  the  land 
covered  thereby  from  reservation,  but 
does  not  affect  the  remainder 128 

The  consideration  that  may  have  passed 
between  the  parties  on  the  execution  of 
a,  is  not  a  matter  for  departmental  in- 
quiry, except  as  an  incident,  in  connec- 
tion with  other  facts,  tending  to  show 
that  the  entryman  was  fraudulently  de- 
prived of  his  land 150 

Of  a  desert  entry  by  one  holding  under 
an  invalid  assignment  will  not  relieve 
the  land  from  its  previous  state  of  appro- 
priation  380 

An  entryman  who  executes  a,  and  de- 
livers the  same  to  a  creditor  to  secure  the 
payment  of  a  debt,  is  not  entitled  to  rein- 
statement, where  it  appears  tliat  said, 
was  filed  on  account  of  the  non-paj^ment 
of  the  debt  and  the  rights  of  third  parties 
have  intervened 398 

The  only  i)er8ons  entitled  to  call  in  ques- 
tion the  legality  of  a,  executed  by  an  heir 
of  the  entryman  are  such  other  heir»5  of 
the  deceased  as  may  be  qualified  to  con- 
summate the  entry 415 

Repayment. 

There  is  no  authority  of  law  for,  of  the 
excess  erroneously  charged  in  the  initial 
payment  made  on  a  desert-land  entry —  314 

Noauthority  to  return  purchase  money 
paid  to  the  receiver  before  the  local  otAce 
is  ready  to  act  on  the  application  for  the 
land ^'•' 


Paga 
An  entry  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878, 
of  land  subsequently  found  fit  for  culti- 
vation on  the  removal  of  the  timber,  and 
canceled. for  such  reason,  will  not,  in  view 
of  the  late  construction  of  said  act,  be 
held  fraudulent  in  character,  on  applica- 
tion for,  where  it  appears  to  have  been 
made  with  no  intention  of  fraud  on  the 

part  of  the  entryman 337 

An  entry  of  desert  land  within  railroad 
limits  at  double  minimum  price  is  not  an 
entry  "erroneously  allowed"  on  which 
repajrment  of  the  first  installment  of  the 
purchase  price  can  be  made,  where  the 
entry  is  canceled  for  non-compliance  with 

law 804 

An  entry  made  on  the  relinquishment 
of  a  prior  entry,  under  the  mistaken  be- 
lief of  the  local  office  and  the  entryman 
in  the  bona  fide  character  of  said  relin- 
quishment, when  in  fact  it  was  fraudu- 
lent, is  ''erroneously  allowed,"  and  the 
entryman  is  accordingly  entitled  to  re- 
Tp&yment  of  the  fees  and  commissions  paid 
thereon 615 

Reservation* 

The  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  that  a  boundary  line  of  an  Indian, 
as  theretofore  surveyed,  should  be  re- 
traced and  marked  on  the  ground,  is  a 
final  adjudication  as  to  the  correctness 
of  said  line  that  should  not  be  disturbed 
by  his  successor  in  office 301 

The  approved  boundary  line  of  an  In- 
dian, will  not,  after  a  lapse  of  years,  be 
changed,  where  such  action  will  operate 
to  disturb  vested  rights  acquired  in  good 
faith  under  the  previous  executive  action 
of  the  Department 301 

Where  a  boundary  line  of  a,  that  has 
been  long  accepted  by  the  parties  in  in- 
terest is  attacked,  and  a  different  line 
alleged  to  bo  the  true  one,  and  there  is 
room  for  doubt  as  to  which  is  the  true 
line,  the  doubt  should  be  resolved  in  favor 
of  the  established  lino 301 

It  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  a,  that  a 
treaty  or  act  of  Congress  shall  sjieciflcally 
describe  the  lands  that  are  reserved.  It 
is  sufficient  for  such  purpose  if  the  lands 
occupied  by  the  Indians  are  recognized 
by  the  officials  of  the  government  as  re- 
served Indian  lands  388 

Instructions  of  March  19,  1896,  in  the 
matter  of  the  abandoned  military.  Fort 
Abraham  Lincoln 456 

Residence  on  a  tract  within  a  military, 
that  is  subsequently  abandoned,  acquired 
by  one  while  employed  as  custodian  of 
said  reservation, does  not  confer  a  right 
of  entry  under  the  proviso  to  section  2, 
act  of  July  5, 1884 3 

Council  Grove  military  timber  reserve, 
established  prior  to  the  opening  of  the 
Creek  lands,  though  falling  within  the 


740 


INDEX. 


limits  of  the  lands  opened  by  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation,  was  noted  on  the 
maps  of  official  and  public  survey  as  ex- 
cepted from  settlement,  and  therefore 
reserved  by  competent  authorit y 147 

Of  specific  lands  for  the  residence  of  an 
Indian  tribe,  provided  for  in  a  treaty  in 
which  it  is  declared  that  the  terms  shall 
be  binding  upon  the  parties  when  ratified 
by  the  Senate  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  is  operative  from  the  date 
of  signing  the  treaty,  and  not  from  the 
date  of  its  ratification 170 

Of  lands  declared  by  Executive  procla- 
mation, subject  to  Congressional  action 
and  subsequently  ratified  by  Congress,  is 
operative  from  the  date  of  the  proclama- 
tion   196 

Executive  order  of  President  declaring 
a,  will  be  held  constitutional  until  other 
wiw  judicially  decided IVt 

Tho  preference  right  to  make  one  entry 
under  the  existing  laws  of  land  formerly 
embraced  in  Fort  Sanders  Military,  ac- 
corded by  the  proviso  to  the  act  of  July 
10, 1800,  is  limited  to  ''  actual  occupants 
thereon ''  January  1. 1800,  and  it  therefore 
follows  that  the  right  to  make  a  desert 
entry  under  said  proviso,  can  not  be  exer- 
cised by  one  who  was  not  residing  on  the 
land  applied  for  at  said  date 287 

The  preferred  right  accorded  to  "actual 
occupants**  of  the  lands  formerly  em- 
braced in  Fort  Sanders  Military,  is  lim- 
ited to  one  entry  by  persons  who  have 
established  residence  on  the  land  in- 
volved, and  it  accordingly  follows  that 
such  right  can  not  be  exercised  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  whose  husband  perfects  a 
claim  for  another  tract  under  the  same 
statute P7 

Reservoir  liands. 

An  entry  of  land  subject  to  the  provi 
sions  of  tho  arid  land  act  of  October  2, 
1888,  and  subsequently  designated  as  part 
of  a  reservoir  site,  may  be  suspended  to 
await  definite  information  as  to  the 
future  use  of  tho  land  by  tho  govern- 
ment   370 

The  act  of  October  2,  1888,  prtjviding 
for  the  withdrawal  of  aMd  landt*  did  not 
contemplate  the  impairment  of  rights 
acquired  prior  to  its  passage  through 
bona  fide  si^ttlemeut  and  occupancy,  and 
it  therefore  follows  that  a  pre-emption 
settlement  and  filing  made  prior  to  the 
date  of  Sttid  act  may  be  carried  to  entry 
and  patent  subsequently  thereto 5W 

Residence. 

The  p'.ca  of  ill  health  can  not  be  received 
as  an  excuse  for  failure  to  maintain  resi- 
dence and  make  substantial  improve- 
ments, unless  good  faith  is  shown  and  it 
is  clearly  apparent  that  such  failure  is 
due  to  the  caucies  alleged 140 


PlfS. 

In  determining  whether  the,  main- 
tained by  a  homesteader,  who  holds  the 
office  of  postmaster,  is  in  compliance 
with  law,  the  Department  will  not  hold 
that  a  tract  of  land,  sufficiently  near  the 
ixietoffice  to  allow  the  postmaster  to 
reside  thereon  and  attend  to  his  official 
duties,  is  not  within  the  delivery  of  said 
office  as  contemplated  by  the  statute. . .    ^t8 

A  contestant,  who  claims  the  right  of 
entry  on  the  ground  of  priority  of  settle 
ment,  must  show  compliance  with  tho 
settlement  laws  and  the  establishment 
and  maintenance  of,  in  good  faith     ..  280.310 

Failure  to  establish  will  not  be  excused 
on  the  plea  of  intimidation,  if  the  alleged 
threats  did  not  lead  the  Haimant  to  lie 
lieve  that  he  was  in  bodily  danger 280 

A  contract  made  by  a  homesteader 
through  which  he  secures  the  cultivation 
of  the  land  by  a  party  who  lives  on  the 
land  with  him  for  such  purpose,  and  is 
paid  for  such  service  out  of  the  crops  so 
raised,  is  not  Inconsistent  with  the  main 
tenanceof 298 

The  widow  of  a  deceased  soldier  or 
sailor,  who  makes  homestead  entry  under 
the  provisions  of  section  2307,  R.  S..  must 
identify  herself  with  the  tract  claimed 
by  some  personal  act  of  settlement 
thereon  indicative  of  her  claim,  but  need 
not  reside  on  the  land  351 

The  physical  conditiou  and  poverty  of 
a  claimant  may  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion, where  good  faith  is  apparent,  in  de- 
termining whether  there  has  been  sub 
stantial  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  homestead  law 432 

Temporary  absences  occasioned  by  the 
homesteader^s  physical  incapacity  toper- 
sonally  improve  and  cultivate  the  land 
do  not  impeach  the  good  faith  of  his S37 

After  the  establishment  of.  in  good 
faith,  temporary  ab^nces  will  not  be 
held  to  show  abandonment,  but  in  such 
case  the  claimant  must  c%'ince  by  his  acts 
an  honest  continuing  intention  to  main- 
tain a  permanent  residence,  and  make  the 
land  a  home  to  the  exclusion  of  one  else- 
where  619 

In  the  case  of  an  attack  upon  a  home- 
stead entry,  by  one  alleging  priority  of 
settlement,  where  thp  entryman  sets  up 
his  own  settlement  in  defense  he  must 
show  that  his  initial  acts  of  settlement 
were  maintained  and  followed  up  by 
residence  established  within  a  reasonable 


time 


633 


The  suspension  of  an  entry,  during  the 
pendency  of  an  investigation  ordered  to 
determine  the  alleged  right  of  a  prior 
occupant,  relieves  the  entryman  from  the 
maintenance  of,  during  the  period  of  sus- 
pension  - 0BS 

When  the  conditions  named  in  section 
3,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  are  made  to  appear 
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to  the  local  office,  a  leave  of  absence 
should  not  be  denied  for  the  reason  alone 
that  no  period  of  personal  presence  on 
the  land  has  intervened  between  the  ex- 
piration of  a  former  leave  and  the  appli- 
cation for  a  second  orsabseqnent  leave..  706 

Poverty  and  inability  to  earn  a  living 
on  the  land  is  not  a  ^'  casualty ''  that  en- 
titles a  homesteader  to  leave  of  absence 
under  section  3,  act  of  March  2,1889 716 

Res  Judicata 

The  final  determination  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  as  to  the  proper  loca- 
tion of  a  boundary  line  of  an  Indian 
reservation  should  not  be  disturbed  by 
his  successor 301 

Erroneous  denial  of  a  statutory  right 
will  not  preclude  subsequent  supervisory 
action  on  the  part  of  the  Department,  the 
subject  matter  still  remaining  In  its  juris- 
diction  4S9 

Review. 

See  Practice. 

Revised  Statutes. 

See  Table  of,  page  xxiv. 

Right  of  UTay. 

Railroad. 

In  issuing  patents  under  the  public-land 
laws  for  lands  over  which  a  railroad,  ex- 
ists, such  right  may  be  reserved  in  the 
absence  of  statutory  provisions  operat- 
ing to  protect  said  right  ot  way 461 

The  location  of  a^  across  a  reservation, 
wherein  the  grant  is  confined  to  such 
right  of  way,  operates  to  exhaust  the 
right  of  the  company  so  far  as  the  rights 
of  others  are  concerned;  and  if  such 
location,  on  the  subsequent  construction 
of  the  road,  is  abandoned,  the  rights  of 
adverse  claimants  will  not  be  embar- 
rassed by  reserving  a,  on  the  line  as  con- 
structed, in  the  patents  issued  to  such 
claimants 451 

The  papers  and  maps  of  beneficiaries 
are  required  to  be  complete  in  themselves, 
and  wholly  independent  of  those  filed  by 
any  othercompany 636 

The  beneficiary  under  a  special  act  hav- 
ing abandoned  it«  rights  thereunder  may 
avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  the  gen- 
eral act  of  March  '3,  1875,  by  due  compli- 
ance with  the  terms  thereof 674 

An  application  for  station  grounds, 
properly  rejected  on  account  of  an  exist- 
ing entry  of  the  land  involved,  and  await-  « 
ing  action  on  appeal,  will  not  attach  on 
the  subsequent  cancellation  cf  said  entry, 
as  the  appeal  does  not  operate  to  save  or 
create  rights  not  secured  by  the  applica- 
tion itself  685 

Toll  Road. 

In  recc^nizing  a,  claimed  on  behalf  of  a 
toll  road  under  section S477,  R.  S.,  the  De- 
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partment  will  not,  in  the  absence  of  ex- 
press statutory  authority,  determine  the 
wldthof  such  right  of  way 1 14& 

Canal  and  Ditch. 

Questions  involving  the  control  and  ap- 
propriation of  the  waters  of  a  State  can 
not  be  adjudicated  by  the  Department 
under  an  apphcation  for  right-of-way 
privileges  over  the  public  land TQS 

Riparian  Ri8:lit. 

See  Survey. 

River. 

See  Surtvff:  States. 

School  Lands. 

Indemnity  selections  of  land  returned 
as  mineral  will  not  be  allowed  without 
due  compliance  with  the  regulations 
requiring  notice  of  the  application  and 
affirmative  proof  as  to  the  character  of 
the  land 294,4flB 

The  *' affirmative  proof  required  on 
selection  of  lands  returned  as  mineral 
may  consist  of  the  affidavit  of  the  appli- 
cant, supported  by  the  affidavits  of  two 
or  more  i)ersons  whose  acquaintance  with 
the  character  of  the  land  is  derived  from 
a  careful  personal  examination  of  each 
lO-acre  tract  thereof 40SL 

Indemnity  selection  of  double-ndnimum 
land  of  one-half  the  acreage  of  a  single- 
minimum  loss,  made  under  a  practice  of 
the  Department  that  permitted  such  se- 
lections, and  that  was  acquiesced  in  by  the 
State,  is  held  to  have  exhausted  the  right 
of  the  State  to  indemnity  so  far  as  such 
basis  is  concerned.    (Cai.) 4S8 

Outcropping  surface  vems  of  coal  on  a 
school  section  are  not  sufficient,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  as  to  the  actual  value 
of  the  deposit,  to  establish  the  known 
mineral  character  of  the  land  and  except 
it  from  the  operation  of  the  school  grant.  SIO 

The  sale,  by  a  State,  of  lands  in  fact  ex- 
cepted from  its  grant  of,  does  not  defeat 
its  right  to  subsequently  select  indem- 
nity therefor 685 

Scrip. 

See  Private  Claim. 

The  Department  has  authority  to  issue   . 
duplicate  Sioux  half-breed,  in  lieu  of  scrip 
lostor  destroyed 40 

The  act  of  July  17, 1854,  authorized  the 
issuance  of,  to  the  Sioux  half-breeds  in 
payment  for  their  interest  in  the  reserva- 
tion purchased  by  the  government,  on 
due  relinquishment  of  such  interest;  and 
where  it  apx)ears  that  such  scrip  was  pro- 
cured on  a  forged  power  of  attorney  and 
relinquishment  of  like  character,  and  was 
afterwards  located  and  the  entry  carried 
to  patent,  all  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  rightful  claimant,  the 
right  of  said  half-breed  to  receive  new 
or  copy  scrip  should  be  recognized,  and 
his  relinquishment  secured 4tlL 
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The  cancellation  of  a  patent  procured 
on,  secured  through  a  fraudulent  power 
of  attorney  and  relinquii<hment,  is  a  mat- 
ter that  must  be  determined  as  between 
the  United  States  and  thepemon  procur- 
ing such  patent  and  thoKe  holding  there- 
under ..*. 42 

Selection. 

See  Railroad  (irnntt  Sehool  Land. 

Settlement. 

An  intervening  adverse  entry  defeats  a 
prior  settlement  right  if  such  right  is  not 
asserted  within  the  statutory  period  —    77 

To  protect  a  right  of,  acquired  before 
survey,  against  adverse  claims  the  right 
must  be  asserted  within  three  months 
after  the  plat  of  survey  is  filed  in  the 
local  ofBce 79 

As  against  third  parties,  the  settle- 
ment right  of  a  claimant  will  be  protected 
during  the  pendency  of  proceedings  be- 
tween such  claimant  and  a  prior  entry- 
man  148 

As  between  two  settlers  on  the  same 
tract  prior  to  survey,  one  of  whom  is 
qualified  and  the  other  disqualified  by 
reason  of  minority,  the  existing  adverse 
right  of  the  former  precludes  the  claim 
of  the  latter  on  attaining  his  majority,  as 
against  the  right  of  saiJ  qualified  settler.  268 

No  right  is  acquired  by  forcible  entry 
upon  land  legally  occupied  by  another 
claimant 386 

No  rights  are  acquired  by,  on  lands 
during  the  pendency  of  a  departmental 
order  expressly  prohibiting  such  occupa- 
tion   276 

Initial  acts  of,  are  sufficient  if  of  such 
character  as  to  give  notice  that  the  land 
is  claimed  under  the  settlement  laws —  310 

Mere  personal  presence  on  public  land, 
without  the  performance  of  acts  con- 
necting the  claimant  with  the  land,  is  not 
a,  within  the  meaning  of  the  laiv 642 

One  who  enters  in  person  or  by  agent, 
during  the  inhibited  period,  upon  the 
reservoir  lands  opened  to  settlement  by 
the  act  of  June  3f»,  1890,  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  information  with  respect  to 
said  lands,  is  thereafter  disqualified  as 
anentryman 324 

In  a  case  wherein  priority  of,  is  the 
issue,  any  i)eriod  of  time  susceptible  of 
notation  intervening  between  the  acts  of, 
on  the  part  of  the  adverse  claimants,  and 
which  is  noted  with  sufiScient  distinct- 
ness to  separate  said  acts  by  a  reconigzed 
period,  will  prevent  the  consideration  of 
said  acts  as  simultaneous 383 

A  party  who  settles  on  land  covered  by 
the  entry  of  another,  under  an  agree- 
ment with  the  prior  entryman  that  such 
entry  shall  be  relinquished  for  his  bene- 
fit, atxiuires  no  right  as  a  settler  as  against 
the  intervening  entry  of  another,  made 
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on  the  relinquiahment  of  the  prior  entry, 
if  he  fails  to  secure  the  release  of  said 
land  through  contest  or  in  the  manner 
agreed  upon   490 

If  the  parties  can  not  agree  to  a  divi- 
sion of  the  land  in  a  case  wherein  the 
priority  of,  can  not  be  determined  by  the 
evidence,  the  land  should  not  be  di^*ided 
between  them  by  a  departmental  order, 
but  the  right  of  entry  to  the  entire  tract 
awarded  to  the  higher  bidder  of  the 
two 517 

Acquired  with  the  knowledge  of  and 
under  an  agreement  with  an  adverse 
claimant  is  entitled  to  recognition  as 
against  the  subsequent  claim  of  said  ad- 
verse claimant M& 

States. 

In  the  case  of  a  non-navigable  stream 
fixed  as  the  boundary  of  a  State,  the  mid- 
dle of  such  stream,  as  reckoned  from  its 
natural  standing  banks,  is  the  actual 
boundary  line 47 

An  application  on  the  part  of  a  State  to 
select  lands  should  bo  rejected  if  the 
lands  applied  for  are  not  open  to  such 
appropriation  at  the  date  of  selection 
or  at  the  time  when  the  application  is  re- 
ceived.   (Wash.) 385 

The  payment  to,  of  5  per  cent  of  the  net 
proceeds  of  the  sales  of  lands  therein, 
formerly  included  in  Indian  reserva- 
tions, authorized  by  section  2,  act  of 
March  3.  1857,  is  limited  to  the  SUtes  in 
the  Union  at  the  date  of  said  act.  ^S. 
Dak.) ojO 

Section  13,  act  of  February  22, 1889,  pro- 
viding for  the  payment  to  the  State  of  5 
per  cent  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of 
public  lands,  contemplated  a  disposition 
of  such  lands  for  the  benefit  of  the  gov- 
ernment, out  of  the  proceeds  of  which 
said  per  cent  might  be  paid;  and  it  there- 
fore follows  that  the  State  is  not  entitled 
to  said  per  cent  on  lands  disposed  of 
under  the  general  provisions  of  section 
21,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  as  said  disposals 
are  for  the  sole  purpose  of  creating  a  trust 
fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians,  in 
which  the  government  has  no  interest 
save  that  of  trustee;  but  the  State  is  en- 
titled to  said  per  cent  on  homestead  en- 
tries of  eald  lands  commuted  under  the 
amendatory  act  of  March  3,  1891.  as  in 
such  cases  the  entryman  is  required  to 
I)ay  the  government  price  of  the  land  in 
addition  to  the  i>ayments  made  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Indians.    ( S.  Dak.  ^ mI 

Tlie  special  appropriation  made  in  the 
general  deficiency  act  of  March  2, 1880,  for 
the  benefit  of  certain  States  on  account  of 
their  claims  on  the  5  i>er  cent  fund  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  authorizing  the  payment 
to  such  States  of  said  per  cent  on  sales  of 
Indian  lands  for  any  period  of  time  except 
the  one  specified  in  said  act nSl 
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SCntutes. 

See  Tables  of  Acta  of  Congress  and  Revised 
Statutes  cited^  page  XXTTI. 

And  executive  acts  are  presumably 
constitutional,  and  will  be  so  regarded  by 
by  the  Department  until  declared  uncon- 
stitutional by  a  court  of  competent  Juris  • 
diction 196 

An  Indian  treaty  when  approved  is  in 
effect  a  legislative  enactment 388 

The  word  "  casualty  "  employed  in  sec- 
tion 3,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  construed....  716 

Survey. 

See  Accounts;  Certificate  of  Deposit. 

A  deputy  surveyor's  claim  for  compen- 
sation on  account  of  the  retracement  of 
old  lines,  in  order  to  secure  a  starting 
ix>int  for  the  work  in  hand,  can  not  be  re- 
cognized where  it  does  not  appear  from 
the  field  notes  that  such  action  became 
necessary  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of 
the  former  surveys;  nor  can  the  failure  of 
the  field  notes  to  show  the  necessity  for 
such  retracement  be  made  good  by  asui>- 
plemental  statement 471 

In  the  case  of  a  military  reservation 
established  on  surveyed  land,  where  the 
outboundaries  do  not  coincide  with  the 
lines  of  the  public,  and  the  fractional 
portions  of  the  sections  lying  outside  of 
the  reservation  are  thereafter  surveyed 
and  lotted,  the  complements  of  said  sec- 
tions within  the  reservation,  on  the  sub- 
sequent abandonment  thereof,  remain 
within  the  category  of  surveyed  lands, 
as  shown  by  the  two  plats  of  survey, 
which  should  be  taken  together  and 
treated  as  the  single  oflicial  plat 506 

If,  under  an  applicaticn  to  purchase 
lands  in  Alaska,  the  survey  is  correctly 
executed  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  contract  and  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions governing  such  surveys,  the  sur- 
veyor should  not  be  made  to  RufTer  a  loss 
of  the  pay  for  the  work  done  because  the 
application  must  be  denied  on  grounds 
for  which  the  applicant  is  responsible 606 

The  Department  has  no  authority  to 
order  the,  of  a  former  river  bed  lying 
between  lands  that  have  been  finally  dis- 
posed of  by  the  government 710 

Swamp  liaiid. 

Concurrent  reports  of  the  State  and 
government  agents  as  to  the  swampy 
character  of  specific  tracts  at  the  date  of 
the  grant,  based  ux)on  an  investigation 
made  by  said  agents  in  1885,  will  not  war- 
rant favorable  action  by  the  Department 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  furnished  by 
the  State  as  to  the  character  of  each  sub- 
division      76 

The  classification  of  land  as  swamp  and 
overflowed  that  Is  not  at  the  present 
time  of  such  character  requires  clear  and 
convincing  proof  of  its  swampy  condition 
at  the  date  of  the  grant 166 
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The  circular  of  December  13, 1886,  re- 
quiring the  State,  after  due  notice,  to 
present  its  objections  to  the  allowance  of 
entries  of  lands  theretofore  selected,  is 
not  applicable  to  a  case  wherein  a  hear- 
ing to  determine  the  character  of  the 
land  was  ordered  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
said  circular  and  such  hearing  has  not 
been  held  in  pursuance  of  said  order 168 

Persons  who  derive  title  through  the 
State  have  a  right  to  be  heard  and  make 
any  objection  to  the  allowance  of  an  en- 
try thereof  that  might  have  been  made 
by  the  State  had  she  not  parted  with  her 
claim 328 

By  the  terms  of  the  proviso  to  the  act  of 
March  12, 1860,  eztendmg  the  provisions 
of  the  swamp  land  grant  to  the  State  of 
Minnesota,  said  grant  is  not  operative  as 
to  any  lands  that,  prior  to  selection  by 
the  State,  have  been  ^'reserved,  sold,  or 
disposed  of  '^  pursuant  to  any  law  enacted 
prior  to  said  act 888 

If,  in  pursuance  of  a  treaty  with  the  In- 
dians prior  to  the  act  of  March  12, 1860, 
lands  occupied  by  them  are  then  re- 
garded as  reserved  for  their  benefit,  and 
are  subsequently  so  treated,  such  lands 
are  accordingly  excepted  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  swampland  grant  888 

The  act  of  January  U,  1889,  did  not  con- 
template the  disposition  of  ahy  of  the  In- 
dian lands  opened  to  settlement  thereby 
except  in  the  manner  and  for  the  pur- 
poses therein  provided,  and  it  follows  that 
the  claim  of  the  State  to  any  of  SLch  lands 
under  the  swamp  grant  is  inconsistent 
with  said  act 388 

As  between  a  homestead  claimant  and 
a  transferee  of  the  State  under  the 
swamp  grant,  a  decision  of  the  local  oflSce 
that  the  land  is  in  fact  not  of  the  charac- 
ter granted  should  not  be  disturbed  in 
the  absence  of  appeal,  where  prior  to  the 
acquisition  of  the  transferee's  title  the 
selection  of  the  State  had  been  finally  re- 
jected  440 

The  general  provisions  of  the  act  of 
March  2, 1888,  restricting  the  sale  of  pub- 
lic lands  at  private  entry  to  the  State  of 
Missouri,  did  not  contemplate  the  nullifi- 
cation of  the  special  right  conferred  by 
the  act  of  March  2, 1855,  upon  States  to 
locate  swamp  indemnity  certificates  on 
lands  that  were  at  the  date  of  said  act 
subject  to  entry  at  $1 .25  per  acre 657 

Timber  Culture. 

See  Contest:  Entry;  Final  Proof. 

Timber  and  Stone  Act. 

See  Alienation;  Application. 

Offered  lands  withdrawn  for  the  bene- 
fit of  a  railroad  grant,  on  subsequent 
restoration  to  the  public  domain  fall 
within  the  category  of  "unoffered" 
lands,  and  are  therefore  subject  to  dis- 
posal under  the 96 
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The  presence  of  improvements  on  a 
tract  of  land  will  not  exclude  it  from  dis- 
posal nnder  the,  if  said  improvements  are 
not  made  and  maintained  under  a  bona 
flde  occupation  of  the  land 284 

A  protest  against  a  timber-land  entry, 
on  the  ground  that  the  land  is  not  subject 
to  such  appropriation  for  the  reason  that 
it  had  been  previously  offered  at  public 
sale,  states  a  Hufflcient  cause  of  action. . .  345 

Provides  for  the  disposition  of  lands 
that  are  not,  at  the  time  of  sale,  At  for 
cultivation  on  account  of  the  timber 
thereon 647 

Toll  Road. 

See  Kight  of  Way. 

Town  liOt« 

Lands  latd  off  and  offered  at  public  sale 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
special  act  of  March  2, 1833,  establishing 
the  town  of  St.  Marks,  Fla.,  are  thereby 
removed  from  the  operation  of  the  gen- 
eral land  laws,  and  are  subject  to  pri- 
vate sale  as  provided  in  section  S,  of  said 
act 15 

Is  Oklahoma. 

The  right  of  a  claimant,  whose  failure 
to  maintain  actual  possession  and  occu- 
pancy is  due  to  armed  violence,  will  not 
be  defeated  by  the  intervening  occupancy 
of  an  adverse  claimant  who  acquires 
title  with  notice  of  the  defect  therein  —    31 

As  against  the  claim  of  one  living  in 
open  adverse  possession  of  a.  another 
claimant,  who  has  not  openly  asserted 
his  claim,  can  not  be  heard  to  say  that 
said  adverse  occupant  was  in  fact  the 
tenant  of  a  third  party    54 

Townsite  trustees  should  not  execute 
deeds  for  fractional  parts  of  a,  but  for 
the  protection  of  separate  interests  there- 
in may.  on  joint  application,  deed  to  the 
several  parties  jointly  the  entire  lot  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  holdings .  ...  108 

A  duly  verified  and  recorded  applica- 
tion for  the  registration  of  a  claim  for  a, 
wherein  occupancy  and  improvement  are 
alleged,  constitutes  such  "paper  evi- 
dence "  of  occupancy  as  the  statute  con- 
templates, and  may  be  accepted  for  such 
purpose  in  the  absence  of  any  adverse 
claim  or  protest  115 

The  possession  of  a,  by  a  tenant  is  the 
possession  of  bis  lessor,  and  entitles  the 
assignee  of  such  lessor  to  a  deed 121 

The  fx*cupancy  of  a  tenant  at  the  time 
of  townsite  entry  entitles  his  landlord  to 
a  deed  to  the  lot  so  occupied 177 

The  survey  of  a  townsite  and  approval 
of  the  plat  effectually  divests  all  prior 
settlement  rights  asserted  by  lot  claim- 
ants to  land  that  may  be  included  in 
streets  and  alleys,  and  no  authority  exists 
in  the  trustees  to  deed  land  thus  dedica- 
ted to  the  public  use 505 
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While  it  is  lawful  to  issue  a  joint  deed 
to  a,  for  the  protecticm  of  separate  inter- 
ests such  recognition  should  not  be  ac- 
corded an  adverse  occupant  whoee  posses- 
sion is  secured  through  fraud  and  vio- 
lence   \.  50& 

An  inconspicuous  stake  neither  on  a 
corner  nor  line  of  a,  is  not  such  evidence 
of  settlement  and  appropriation  thereof 
as  to  defeat  a  sulraequent  settlement 
right  acquired  without  actual  notice  of 

the  prior  settlement  claim 506 

The  possessory  right  acquired  l>y  the 
first  occupant  of  a,  is  a  proper  subject  of 
sale  and  transfer,  and  the  delivery  of  ac- 
tual possession  to  the  purchaser  before 
the  prior  occupant  leaves  the  lot  renders 
the  date  of  his  occupancy  available  to  the 
purchaser  if  he  continues  his  occupancy 
until  the  date  of  the  townsite  entry 649 

Townsite. 

See  Final  Proof. 

Entries  in  Alaslca,  section  24,  regula- 
tions of  June  3, 1891,  amended \\9 

In  Oklahoma. 

The  irregular  allowance  of  a  townsite 
entry  prior  to  the  submission  of  the  final 
proof  therefor  does  not  make  the  entry 
for  that  reason  void,  but  voidable  only, 
and  the  defect  ijeing  subsequently  cured 
the  entry  must  bear  the  date  of  the  orig- 
inal action 165 

The  reservation  of  land  for  park  pur- 
I)Ose8  is  made  obligatory  upon  townsite 
trustees,  and  the  occupancy  of  land  by 
townsite  settlers  prior  to  the  passage  of 
said  act,  confers  no  rights  upon  said  oc- 
cupants as  against  the  reservation  thereof 
under  a  survey  and  entry  made  after  the 
pasiMige  of  said  act 190 

The  provisions  of  section  22,  act  of  May 
2, 1H90,  <-ontemplate  the  issuance  of  pat- 
ents for  reservations  within  townsites 
directly  to  the  municipalities,  after  their 
organization  as  such,  and  not  to  the  town- 
site  trustees 367 

A  townsite  patent  issued  to  the  board 
of  trustees  is  not  a  final  disp<»ition  of  the 
'  government  title,  and  if  such  a  patent 
erroneously  embraces  lands  reserved  for 
municipal  uses  it  may  be  recalled  for  cor- 
rection  387 

UTai^on-Road  Grant. 

The  risht  on  the  part  of  the  govern- 
ment to  institute  suit  for  the  recovery  of 
title  to  lands  erroneously  certified  on  ac- 
count of  a,  exists  independently  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1887,  which  is  limited  to 
railroad  grants,  and  suit  for  such  pur- 
pose may  therefore  be  commenced  with- 
out the  preliminary  demand  required  by 
said  act 170 

The  suit  instituted  by  the  government 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March 
2, 1889,  was  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing whether  the  rights  of  the  company 
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under  its  grant  had  been  forfeited  for 
failare  to  comply  vritb  the  terms  thereof, 
and  the  decision  therein  adverse  to  the 
goyemment  does  not  preclude  an  in- 
quiry on  behalf  of  the  United  States  as 
to  whether  a  specific  tract  was  actually 
embraced  in  said  grant 170 

An  incomplete  list  of  lands  claimed  by 
a  company,  and  filed  by  it  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  local  officers,  who  at  such 
time  were  not  in  possession  of  a  diagram 
showing  the  limits  of  the  grant,  is  not  a 
waiver  of  the  company*8  right  to  lands 
omitted  therefrom,  as  a  list  filed  for  such 
purpose  is  not  a  requirement  of  the  grant.  871 

The  terminal  limits  of  a  grant  are  ascer- 
tained by  drawing  a  line  through  the  ter- 
minus of  the  road  at  right  angles  to  the 
general  direction  of  the  last  section  of 
the  road 271 

The  grant  to  The  Dalles  road  by  the  act 
of  February  25, 1887,  is  a  grant  in  place, 
and  the  rights  of  the  road  thereunder 
attach  on  definite  location 609 
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While  no  rights  are  acquired  as  against 
the  government  by  settlement  on  land 
withdrawn  in  aid  of  a  congressional 
grant,  and  entries  of  lands  so  reserved 
should  not  be  allowed,  yet,  under  the 
withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  Willam- 
ette Valley  grant,  wherein  no  rights  to 
specific  tracts  are  acquired  prior  to  se- 
lection, and  entries  or  filings  have  been 
allowed,  based  on  settlement  prior  to  se- 
lection, in  violation  of  said  withdrawal, 
the  Department  may,  in  its  exercise  of 
its  supervisory  authority,  require  the  se- 
lection of  other  tracts,  if  it  appears  that 
the  grant  can  be  fully  satisfied  from  the 
remaining  lands;  and  to  this  end  entries 
or  filings  of  such  character  may  be  sus- 
pended to  await  the  adjustment  of  the 
grant 664 

The  departmental  order,  given  in  the 
case  of  Peter  Clemens  against  the  Willam- 
ette Valley  company,  directing  the  can- 
cellation of  all  entries  allowed  after  vrith- 
drawal,  modified 654 
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